


1,600. 


Loans on 
x deferred 


ecretary. 


Booxs or 
C., &o. 


LINES, 


Work, 


PORTER, 


£C., 


YFAIR 





WRAGS 














Nov. 25, 1899. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





(Vol. 44.] 51 








LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


EsTABLISHED 1853. 

Capital ... a aan ion oe «» £400,000 
Debentures and Debenture Stock ... — --- £201,380 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 
Proposal Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Offices. 

W. OSCAR NASH, P.LA., Actuary and Secretary. 





MIDLAND RAILWAY HOTELS. 
( Within Shilling cab fare of Gray’s-inn, Inns of Court, Temple Bar, 
a. athe ka Gaui oe, Uneotte Gll partsevery minute. Closeto King’s 
St. Pancras Stati Oross Metropolitan Ry. Station. The New Venetian Rooms are 
(St. Pancras on). availablefor Publicand Private Dinners, Arbitration Meetings, £c.) 


LIVERPOOL - Close to Central (Midland) Station. 
BRADFORD ~ MIDLAND - Excellent Restaurant. 
2 i ae Sori 

- - > or 0 td 
MORECAMBE ~ D ennis Lawn to Seashore. Golf. 


MIDLAND ~ T 
HEYSHAM—HEYSHAM TOWER, nr MORECAMBE. Lovely Country. Golf. 
Tariffs on Application. Telegraphie Address ** Midotel.”’ 
Adelphi ‘ Turtle”’ Soup forwarded from Adelphi Hotel, Liverpool, per quart jar 18s. ; 


per pint jar, 9s. 6d. i id. 'y for I 
WILLIAM TOWLE, Manager Midland Railway Hotels. 
THE OLDEST & WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANOE OFFICE. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
Bonds, MoRTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE, TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 











HEAD OFFICE : 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of , 4 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 














FREE, 
SIMPLE, 





FUNDs - is 


- - £3,000,000, INCOME - - - 3 
YEARLY NEWBUSINESS - £1,000,000, BUSINESS IN FORCE - 411,700,000, 


£390,000, 


TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hon. Lord Hatssury (Lord High Chan 
Fa a aS vue Kex wren . ime 
e Righ on. Sir James P D e .C. 
oe Bie oo — ARKER Deays, Q.C,, D.C.L. 
Ricuarp Penwinaron, oq 
= — Jes DIRECTORS, 
con, His Honour Judge. Mathew, ‘ x 
Davey, The Right Hon. Lord. Meck t Graves i 
Deane, Foe owt Hon. Sir James Parker, | Mellor, The Right Hon. John W., Qc. 
M.P : 


Eilis- Danvers, Bigund Henry, Esq. Mills, Richard, Esq. 
‘ ur J., Esq. Morrell, Frederio P. . f . 
Frere, Geo. Edgar, Esq. : Penni n Richard, Bayo wing 
Garth, The Right Hon. Sir Richard, Q.C. Rowelifte, W 

ey, O. E. H, Chad » » 0.0, 
Johnson, Charles P., Kea. ie t 


Tweedie, R. W., Esq. 
Williams, Romer, . 
Williams, William, le 


Kekewich, The Hon. Mr. Justice. 
Ludlow, The Right Hon. Lord. 
Masterman, Henry Chauncy, Esq. 











VOL. XLIV., No. 4. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, NOVEMBER 25, 1899. 





*,* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, and 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of the JOURNAL. 











Contents. 

CORRENT TOPICS sessosssssessssrsecseseerseses 51 | Law Soorerrss ............ . 61 
Fixep Costs on Susstitvrep Service 54 | Law Srupeyts’ Joveya.. . 6 
Recext Decisions on County Court LEGAL NEWS 200. .000ceee0e8 » 6 

JURISDICTION AND PRACTICE..........00 56 | CouRT PAPERS ........0+0 ae 
BITE: o<scencescsnttscsocnsscouseneeseivinvesens 57 | Wrepmre Ur Noriors ....0. .ccece ee 62 
CORI ccceessesisccsecnnieseetionnes 57 | Creprrors’ NOTICES.......0csre-cceeeeees 68 
Baw Cran, Ba, cccceessscvcescccecsesceses 61 | BANKRUPTCY NOTICES.....00:::000cccereeeees 6 





Cases Reported this Week. 
In the Solicitors’ Journal. Baschet v. The London Ilustrated 


Ellis (Appellant) v. Camberwell Assess- Standard Co, amd Othene.......vo-venn 
a _— ioe ae 59 Daglish v. Barton ...... seees 
0! an ers V. a . Tyson 
Rice v. Noakes & Co. (Lim)... 6p | malted: Inze 
Taxation of Costs, Re. Re Bentwich, | 
Watkin, Williams, & Co. ............... 60 
Thiery v. Chalmers, Guthrie, & Co....... 59 
Turnbull, Re. Turnbull y, Nicholas... 59 


In the Weekly Reporter. 
Anglo-Argentine Live Stock and Pro- 


duce Agency v. Temperley Steam 






v. Keleey 





¥. The Crowborough Water Co, (Re- 


| SPONAeNts) .........seceeseeerenneneennetenes oo 
.. 64 | Wallis and Barnard’s Contract, In re... 


38 





CURRENT TOPICS. 


Everyone will hear with pleasure of the baronetcy which has 
been conferred on Sir Rrcuarp WessrTer in recognition of his 
services in connection with the Venezuela Arbitration. We 
think there has rarely been a more efficient and popular law 
officer than the present Attorney-General. 





A REMINDER of the extent to which the taxpayer will have to 
pay for the compulsory registration of title to land within the 
county of London is afforded by a notice which appears in the 
London Gazette of an intended application to Parliament next 
Session for an Act to authorize the Commissioners of Works to 
acquire, “ for the pur of extending the existing buildings of 
the Land Registry and other public offices,” a block of property 
which appears to comprise all the houses in Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
from the corner of Serle-street to the present Land Registry Office 
and all the houses and property extending back to Portugal- 
street. This isa vast ae most costly scheme, and, we presume, 
will be followed up by the erection, at the taxpayers’ cost, of a 
stately mansion on the site referred to in the notice. We trust 
that the pediment will be appropriately adorned with a bas 
relief commemorating the triumph of officialism, represented by 
a gigantic figure trampling on a crowd of helpless solicitors au 
landowners, whose official champions will be shewn in the dim 
distance throwing down their arms and executing a sudden and 
rapid strategic movement to the rear. 





Arrer pispostne of his first motion last week, Mr. Justice 
Kexewion addressed himself to the bar and complained that he 
was hampered in the due discharge of his judicial functions by 
the ‘‘buzz” of conversation in the court, and appealed to the 
bar to assist him by maintaining silence. He invited anyone 
who doubted the existence of the nuisance to come up and take 
a chair on the bench for a quarter of an hour. It is needless to 
say that no one accepted the invitation, but no such aural 
demonstration was, of course, necessary. The “ buzz” of un- 
necessary conversation, for which both branches of the profession 
are alike responsible, in court on motion days often interferes 
most materially, not only with the judge who is listening, but 
with the counsel who is a. him, and it is impossible for 
either judge or counsel to do his duty properly when his ears 
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are being assailed with scraps of conversation. Mr. Justice 
KExkEwIcH appealed to the courtesy of the bar to remedy this 
evil, and we hope his appeal will have the desired effect ; if not, 
no one can be surprised if a more drastic remedy is resorted to. 





THE APPARENTLY tranquil torpor of the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society upon the question of the incidence of 
the estate duty on a sale under a trust or power of sale is not 
shared by the local law societies. We print elsewhere an 
interesting correspondence which has taken place between the 
Wolverhampton Law Society and the controller. The society 
were informed by the controller, so recently as February in last 
year, that where real property is sold under a trust or power of 
sale the charge of estate duty follows the purchase-money 
and a purchaser is not concerned to raise the question of 
duty. Naturally the society, on hearing of the altered view of 
the department, wrote to ask what steps were proposed to be 
taken to give protection against liability to estate duty in 
cases where purchasers had relied on the former opinion. 
The reply is that “if a purchaser has completed a purchase 
from trustees acting under a trust or power on the faith of the 
official practice indicated ” in the former letter, ‘‘ without requir- 
ing evidence of payment of estate duty, the commissioners will 
exonerate them from liability to such duty, if unpaid.” We 
assume it is not meant by this (as would appear from the 
language) that the commissioners will exonerate the trustees 
from liability to the duty, but that the commissioners will 
exonerate the purchaser. But this will not meet the case. Such 
purchaser-re-sells ; his sub-purchaser requires evidence of pay- 
ment of estate duty; in reply the pledge of the commissioners is 
referred to. The rejoinder will be obvious; the undertaking of 
the commissioners is not to regard the duty as chargeable 
exclusively on the proceeds of sale, but only to exonerate a 
particular person—the original purchaser—from liability. 





Mr. Justice Kexewicu a week or so ago took occasion to 
make some remarks on the subject of taxation which will pro- 
bably be of interest to solicitors. The taxing-master in taxing 
the costs of a motion for attachment had disallowed a couple 
of items—the costs of having the notice of motion drawn by 
counsel, and the costs of a conference on the brief. His lord- 
ship took occasion briefly to review certain considerations, 
which, as it seemed to him, ought to govern a taxing-master’s 
discretion. It appeared that the notice of motion in 
question had been an ordinary common form ; and in 
this particular case, accordingly, the learned judge 
saw no reason for calling in the aid of counsel. He 
said, however, that it was easy to imagine cases in which 
the assistance of counsel was advisable, As to the second point, 
he thought that the conference was entirely justifiable; and he 
certainly dissented from the taxing-master’s view that such an 
item ought never to be allowed. It was very usual, on motions 
for attachment, for an arrangement to be come to between the 
parties before coming into court; and it was highly desirable 
that counsel should be properly acquainted beforehand with the 
details of any such arrangement. The matter, however, was 
eminently one for the jurisdiction of the taxing master ; and 
under the circumstances he felt himself unable to interfere with 
the latter’s decision. 





Ay r«roxtast question under the Summary Jurisdiction 
(Married Women) Act, 1895, arose in a recent case of Johnson v. 
Johnson, on appeal to a Divisional Court of the Probate, Divorce, 
and Admiralty Division. Section 7 of that Act provides that “the 
court of summary jurisdiction . . . may, on the application of 
& married woman or her husband, and upon cause being shewn 
upon fresh evidence to the satisfaction of the court, at any time 

, vary, or discharge” an order made under the Act. The 
point for the decision of the court was, What is meant by “ fresh 
evidence”? The facts of the case were somewhat curious, as 
the husband had been taken ill just before the first hearing, and 
had been unable to give evidence or instructions to defend, and 
therefore wught, on the second hearing, to give the evidence, 
which he w then have given, in support of his application 
The magistrates, 


to discharge the order made against him. 





however, declined to receive his evidence as ‘‘ fresh evidence,” 
and it was contended that they were right, as evidence which 
existed and was known before the order was made could not be 
“fresh evidence.” The Divisional Court, however, overruled 
this contention, and laid down as the true principle that “fresh 
evidence ” is ‘‘ such evidence as a party had not got at the time 
of the trial, or which he could not, with reasonable diligence, 
have ascertained.” In this particular case the court held that 
the husband’s illness amounted to the same thing as if he had 
not had the evidence which, if well, he would have given. At 
the same time it was careful to expressly exclude from ‘fresh 
evidence ” evidence which could have been, but was not at the 
time, called. 





A “WwoRKMEN’s compensation appeal” (Williams v. Poulson), 
decided by the Court of Appeal last week, was in some 
respects a remarkable case. The applicant for compensation 
was at the date of the accident employed by the respondent, a 
stevedore; his employment was, however, what is usually de- 
scribed as casual—he was not regularly employed by any one 
master, but worked for any stevedore who was willing to employ 
him. At the time of the accident he had been employed con- 
tinuously by the respondent for three days and a-half only, at 
five shillings aday. During a period of about ten months before 
the accident he had been employed by the respondent for a 
greater or less number of days in each week except four; 
he had also been employed during that period by other 
persons. It isa question of some doubt and difficulty whether 
the Act applies to a casual labourer of this kind: certainly 
the scales of compensation given in the first schedule are ill 
adapted for determining the rate of compensation in such a case. 
This important question does not seem to have been raised in the 
county court, and it could not be raised upon the appeal. The 
sole question was as to the amount of compensation to be paid to 
the applicant. The county court judge appears to have con- 
sidered that the facts above stated established a continuous 
employment of the applicant by the respondent during 
the ten months—a somewhat surprising conclusion ; he there- 
fore proceeded to calculate the average weekly earnings 
of the applicant during that period of continuous 
employment, and that average being fifteen shillings 
per week, he awarded a weekly payment of 7s. 6d. during the 
applicant’s incapacity for work. The applicant contended on the 
appeal that the average of weekly earnings ought to have been 
calculated on the footing of the wages received for the three and 
a-half days immediately preceding the accident. This would have 
made the weekly rate of wages thirty shillings, and the allow- 
ance by way of compensation fifteen shillings. The Oourt of 
Appeal held that they were bound by the finding of the court 
below that there had been a continuous employment for ten 
months; and upon that fiuding it was clear that the assessment 
of the compensation was correct according to the statutory scale. 
The appeal was therefore dismissed. On the whole it would 
appear that the applicant had little reason to be discontented 
with the award, for had the county court judge arrived at a 
different conclusion as to the continuity of the employment, the 
applicant might have found himself outside the Act altogether. 





A casg of a somewhat unusual character was tried last week 
at the Leicester Assizes. Tho indictment was for manslaughter, 
and it was proved that the prisoner had committed a violent 
assault upon his wife when she was in an advanced state of 
pregnancy. Subsequently a child was born, which was perfectly 
sound and healthy except for the severe bruises it had received 
before birth at the hands of its father. The child lived for a 
few days, but then died from the effects of theae bruises. Now, 
it seoms well established in law that before birth a child is 
not a person who can be the subject of murder or man- 
slaughter. If, then, anyone strikes a woman and kills an 
unborn child, and the child is born dead, he can be convicted of 
no more serious crime than an assault upon the woman. Lord 
Harz was of opinion that, even if the child were born alive, and 
afterwards died in consequence of blows given to the mother 
before the birth, the man who struck the blows was not guilty 
of homicide. This opinion has not, however, been followed b 
other high authorities, and it seems now to be settled beyon 
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further question that such a person may be convicted of 
murder. In the case of Rex v. Senior (1 Mood. 346) the 
prisoner practised midwifery, but being quite ignorant of 
the art, he injured the child of a woman he was delivering 
in such a manner that the child died some time after birth. 
The prisoner was indicted and convicted of manslaughter, and 
upon a case reserved, the judges unanimously decided that the 
conviction was right. Here the death was not caused by a 
criminal act, and so the indictment was rightly for manslaughter 
only. In Rex v. West (2 C. & K. 754) the prisoner was indicted 
for murder. She did an act with the view of procuring abortion. 
In consequence of the act, the child was born alive but subse- 
quently died, and Mavtz, J., told the jury that these facts con- 
stituted murder. In this case the death was caused by a 
felonious act, therefore the crime was murder, and not merely 
manslaughter. In the recent case, therefore, the prisoner might 
clearly have been indicted on the more serious charge, and the 
evidence upon which he was convicted of manslaughter was 
sufficient in law to support an indictment for murder. He was, 
however, indicted and convicted only for manslaughter. This 
was no doubt judicious from a practical point of view, for public 
— is now strongly opposed to convictions for constructive 
murder. 





Pusuic poricy demands that a bankrupt should, at the least, 
not be deprived of such means of supporting himself and his 
family as he may be able to acquire by his personal exertions. 
This principle was established more than a hundred years ago, 
as was pointed out by the Master of the Rolls in the recent case 
of Re Roberts (ante, p. 44), and has been observed ever since by 
legislation. The Bankruptcy Act of 1883 provides, for instance, | 
that the Official Receiver, in whom the property of the debtor | 
vests until a trustee is appointed, may make the debtor a} 
subsistence allowance, the amount of which depends upon the | 
assistance given by the debtor in the management of his | 
business and affairs (rule 325 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886 
and 1890); while, when a trustee has been appointed, he is | 
likewise empowered to make the bankrupt an allowance for the | 
support of himself and his family: section 64 (2). But accord- | 
ing to the earlier cases, this rule, as applied to the personal ' 
earnings of a bankrupt after bankruptcy and before discharge, | 
is limited to the amount of his earnings necessary for the support 
of the bankrupt and his family, and is a qualified and not an 
absolute exception from section 44 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, | 
which provides that all the bankrupt’s property vested in him at 
the time of, or acquired during, his bankruptcy shall be divisible 
among his creditors. The tendency of the more recent decisions, 
as, for instance, Re Hutton (33 W. R. 242), to which the present | 
Master of the Rolls was a party, and Re Shine (40 W. R. 386) 
has been rather in the direction of encouraging an idea which | 
has been gradually growing, that personal earnings of a bankrupt | 
belong to him and not to his trustee. The recent case of | 
ite Roberts restricts the rule to the limits laid down in the | 
earlier cases (see ZZesse v. Stevenson, 8 Bos, & P. 565), that the 
personal earnings of a bankrupt belong to his trustee subject 
to this qualification, that the bankrupt is entitled to deduct 
therefrom such amount as is reasonably sufficient for the 
personal support and maintenance of himself and his family. 
The exact amount will, no doubt, differ according to the cir- 
cumstances of each case, since it will depend greatly upon the 
position in life of the bankrupt, the nature of his business or 
profession, and other circumstances. In cases of difficulty the 





trustee can generally apply to the court under section 53 (2) of | 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, for an order appropriating a portion | 


of the bankrupt’s salary or income, if his earnings take that 
form. ‘The recent decision is, as we have gaid, in accordance with 
the older cases ; but we confess to a rather strong view that the 
more advantageous doctrine to the public is that on which 
Ke Hutton (ubs supra) was decided, of encouraging bankrupts to 


work for their own benefit. As Linp.ey, L.J., pointed out in | 


the last-mentioned case, the court were asked ‘ to impound these 
earnings | of the bankrupt} for the benefit of creditors, but it is 
obvious that if any such order could be made the bankrupt could 
defeat it by refusing to see patients.” 


Is uw plaintiff? in partition proceedings entitled to any 


allowance for expenditure during the joint ownership on the 
property the subject of the action? The leading case of Swan 
v. Swan (8 Price 518) established the equity of a defendant, 
and the editors of Seton seem to treat the equity as applicable 
only in favour of a defendant charged with an occupation rent : 
see Sth ed., vol. II., p. 1557, vol. IIL, p, 2142, where it is 
laid down that ‘‘ A defendant may be charged an occupation 
rent, but will be allowed all sums properly expended by him in 
substantial repairs and improvements, or laid out on the 
property with the plaintiff’s concurrence or that of his 
predecessor in title. The accounts are, however, reciprocal, 
and an allowance for repairs will not be made unless 
an occupation rent is paid or allowed in account.” 
The current of recent decisions, however, is against the view that 
the jurisdiction of the court is so limited, and the principle is 
stated in quite general terms by all the judges of appeal in the 
dicta at the end of their judgments in Leigh v. Dickeson (33 
W. R. 538, 15 Q. B. D. 60), Corron, L.J., pointing out that one 
party could not have the benefit of the increase in value without 
allowing for what has been expended in order to obtain the 
increased value, and Linpey, L.J., saying that each tenant on 
partition got his share of the value of the property and, in 
ascertaining the value, all proper expenditure on the property 
was to be taken into consideration. The first case in which 
the inquiry was not limited in the way explained in 
Seton, and supposed to be founded on the older authorities, was 
Parker v. Trigg (Weekly Notes, 1874, 27), in which 
Bacon, V.C., directed an inquiry how far the actual value of the 
property had been increased by the permanent expenditure 
thereon made either by Mr. Parker, the husband of one co- 
owner, or Mr. Trice, the husband of the other. In Aenrick v. 
Mountsteven (reported ante, p. 44) the plaintiff in a partition 
action, claiming to have expended large sums on permanent 
improvements, asked for an inquiry on this head. The 
defendant opposed the inquiry on the ground that a plaintiff was 
not entitled to any allowance for improvements, and on the 
further ground that there was only a case for allowance where 
an occupation rent had been paid. But Cozens-Harpy, J., 
thought that the authorities since Parker v. Zrigg established 
that a tenant in common was entitled to an account and inquiry, 
and ordered an inquiry in the new form approved by Kexe- 
wicu, J., in Williams v. Williams (Weekly Notes, 1899, p. 66)— 
viz., an inquiry as to the extent to which the present value of 
the property had been increased by expenditure on permanent 
improvements. 





THE rnMuntry of a married woman from imprisonment under 
the Debtors Act, 1869, does not, according to the judgment of 
Srrauine, J., in Re Turnbull (reported elsewhere), extend to 
exempting her from liability to attachment where the object is to 
compel her to pay into court trust money which has come to her 
hands. It was held in Scott v. Morley (36 W. R. 67, 20 Q. B.D. 
| 120) that the liability of a married woman under section 1 (2) 
| of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, upon @ contract 
| was proprietary merely and not personal. She is liable only to 
| the extent of her separate property, and the common form of 

judgment settled in that case was founded upon this principle. 
It followed, and was so held, that such a judgment did not 
'yender her liable to imprisonment under section 5 of the 
Debtors Act, 1869. That section applies where, under 
‘specified circumstances, a person makes default in payment 
| of a debt, and the term “debt” imports personal liability, ani 
not a liability which is restricted to a particular class of property. 
It would seem also—and this was the view suggested by Srin- 
| rina, J., in Re Zwrnduli—that the liability of a married woman 
is in the same sense only proprietary when she is sued in respect 
of a breach of trust and an order for paymentis made. By 
| section 18 of the Act of 1882 a married woman is rendered 
‘capable of acting as a trustee independently of her husband, 
but by section 24 her liability in respect of a breach of trast is 
placed on the same footing as her liability in respect of a con- 
tract, and a judgment for replacement of the trust fund 
'should be, like a judgment on a contract, in the form 
settled in Scott vy. Aforiey. But is the same restriction 
to apply to a case falling within the third exception 
to section 4 of the Debtors Act, 1869? The section 
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provides generally that no person shall be imprisoned for 
making default in payment of a sum of money, subject (inter 
alia) to an exception in the case of ‘‘default by a trustee or person 
acting in a fiduciary capacity and ordered to pay by a court of 
equity any sum in his possession or under his control.” The 
object of this exception is to enable the court to enforce payment 
of trust money which has come into the possession of the trustee, 
and which he ought to have standing to the credit of a separate 
account. Whether he still has the money or no is immaterial : 
Middleton v. Chichester (L. R.6 Ch, 152). Until he can shew that he 
has applied it in accordance with the trust, money which has once 
been under his control is treated for the purpose of the above excep- 
tion as remaining under his control. Tosuch a liability Srixtie, 
J., held that the form of judgment in Scott v. Morley was inapplic- 
able. The exception does not assume a debt founded on breach 
of trust, but default in the performance of a duty, and it is to 
remedy this default that imprisonment is allowed. Accordingly 
the remedy by attachment, which is the appropriate mode of 
proceeding, lies against a married woman, though in the present 
case the writ was directed to lie in the office for a time to enable 
the defendant to give explanations as to the application of the 
money. In the event of her having misapplied the trust money, 
however, the proceedings would be practically to remedy the 
breach of trust, and since this could only be by recourse to her 
separate estate, it is not clear that the attachment could be 
persisted in. 





Unver THE Statute of Limitations time runs against the title 
of the owner of land from the date when he either discontinues 
possession or is dispossessed. Primd facie “ discontinuance of 
possession’”’ contemplates simply the withdrawal of the owner 
from possession, the land being thus left vacant; but it is well 
settled that for the purpose of the statute this is not enough. 
There must also be an actual possession taken by a stranger, and 
it is only by this new posscssion that the statute is set in motion : 
M Donnell v. M’ Kinty (10 Ir. L. R., p. 526). “ The difference,” 
said Fry, J., in Aains v. Buxton (14 Ch. D., p. 539), “ between dis- 
possession and the discontinuance of possession may be expressed 
in this way—the one is where a person comes in and drives out 
the others from possession ; the other is where the person in pos- 
session goes out, and is followed into possession by other persons.” 
In each case, therefore, itis from the date of the new possession that 
the statute runs. The fact of possession is frequently, however, a 
difficult one to determine, especially where the nature of the 
land is such that frequent or continuous use of it is not to be 
expected. In Leigh v. Jack (5 Ex. D. 264) the soil of an 
intended street belonged to A., and the land on either side to B. 
B. used it for the deposit of materials in connection with his 
factory adjoining, and blocked it up except as against foot 
passengers. He also fenced in the ends. Within twenty years 
vefore the action, however, slight acts of ownership were done 
on the Jand by A. It was held that B.’s user of the land was 
for a temporary purpose only, and was not sufficiently 
exclusive in fact and in intention to oust the true owner. 
‘*In order,” said Bramwert, L.J., “to defeat a title by 
dispossessing the former owner, acts must be done which are 
inconsistent with his enjoyment of the soil for the purposes 
for which he intended to use it.” Where, therefore, land 
is intended for use as a street only, acts which do not 
interrupt this use will not in general dispossess the owner. 
A similar state of circumstances existed in Lithhedale y. 
Liverpool College (Times, Nov. 21), in which the Court 
of Appeal affiriaed the decision of Bicuam, J. A strip of 
land led from a public road to land of the plaintiff's. The 
land on each side of the strip belonged to the defendants and 
the conveyance to their predecessors in title included the strip 
of land. lt was admitted that the plaintiff had a right of 
way over the strip, but he put his claim higher and alleged that 
by acts of ownership for the statutory period he had acquired a 
title to the suil. The acts relied upon included the putting up 
of a gate at either end, but this was by no means an unequivocal 
act of ownership. 1t was, as Linpizy, M.R., pointed out, 
equally consistent with a desire to preserve the privacy of the 
right of way. In Norton y. London and North-Western Lailway 
Co. (13 Ch. D, 268) there had been actual cultivation by the 
adverse claimant of the land in dispute, a far stronger act of 


there had been no dispossession of the defeadants, and heace the 
statute had not been in operation. 








FIXED COSTS ON SUBSTITUTED SERVICE. 


Tue case of Flatau v. Cullen (48 W. R. 36) suggests some 
interesting questions with regard to the whole subject of fixed 
costs on substituted service. In itself the case only decided a 
point on which there exists no rule or regulation, but merely a 
custom, which can hardly be dignified by the name of ‘‘ practice ” 
as that term is ordinarily understood, because in the face of 
opposition it could not be enforced. Under ord. 3, r. 7, a 
plaintiff suing by writ for a liquidated demand only is bound 
to add to his claim a further claim for what are generally 
termed “four-day costs.” That is to say, he must insert an 
amount for costs up to and including service of the writ, with a 
statement that if the debt and costs as claimed are paid within 
four days further proceedings will be stayed. Now, it is 
perfectly obvious that the amount inserted for these four- 
day costs must have reference only to personal service. 
A plaintiff cannot assume on issuing his writ that he will 
have to obtain an order for substituted service. It 
is when he finds that he cannot effect personal service, 
and is therefore compelled to obtain an order for sub- 
stituted service, that the difficulty arises which created the 
practice dealt with in the appeal of /latau v. Cullen, 
and which the decision in that case has not by any means 
removed. The plaintiff, on issuing his writ, is only allowed to 
insert for four-day costs the sum of £3 3s. if the defendant 
resides in London, with 6s. extra for each additional defendant ; 

or the sum of £3 5s, in country cases—?.¢., where the defendant 

resides more than five miles from the General Post Office—with 
8s. extra for every extra defendant. Mileage may be added 

where the defendant resides at a distance from any place to 

which instructions for servicecan be sent. These limitations to the 

freedom of a plaintiff to claim these costs constitute an arbitrary 

exercise of control by the court which is not based upon any statu- 

tory authority, but which was, we understand, rendered necessary 

by the fact that before the control was established the liberty to 

fill in any sum subject to the right to taxation was consider- 

ably abused. The plaintiff, therefore, is strictly tied down 

as to the amount he can claim for four-day costs on the issue 

of the writ, and if he incurs subsequent costs before service 

by having to obtain an order for substituted service he is 

on the horns of a dilemma. If he serves the writ as originally 

issued, a portion of the indorsement clearly informs the defendant 

that if within four days after service he pays the debt and 

£3 3s. “or such sum as may be allowed on taxation” for costs, all 

further proceedings will be stayed. He isin danger of losing 

altogether his costs of substituted service, for if the defendant 

comes to him within four days and tenders the debt and £3 3s. 

costs, what is he todo? If he accepts it, there is an end of the 

action. If he refuses it, he runs the risk of losing both debt 

and costs. 

We have italicised the words ‘‘or such sum as may be 

allowed on taxation”’ because, although they seem to solve the 

whole difficulty by suggesting that the costs indorsed are always 

subject to taxation, they are to that extent misleading and they 

do not solve the difficulty at all. Ord. 3, r. 7, which directs the 

indorsement of four-day costs, goes on to prescribe the form 

(App. A., Part ILI. sec. I1I.). The form contains the words we 

have italicised, which are general and seem to imply that either 

party may have taxation. But the rule goes on to say, “the 

defendant may, notwithstanding such payment, have the costs 

taxed, and if more than one-sixth shall be disallowed, the 

plaintiff's solicitor shall pay the costs of taxation.” It is the 

defendant only, and not the plaintiff, who can obtain taxation of 

these four-day costs indorsed on the writ. The plaintiff cannot, 

therefore, by this means recover the costs of substituted service 

incurred after issue of the writ and before service. 

This state of affairs is obviously unjust to plaintiffs so 

situated, for they must either refuse the tender of debt and costs 

from a defendant of the kind who keep out of the way to avoid 

service, and thereby probably lose everything, or they must lose 

their costes of substituted service. In these circumstances tho 





owrership. In the present care, accordingly, it was held that 


practice was adopted of allowing the plaintiff, after obtaining his 
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order for substituted service, to bring his writ back to the issuing 
department and add to his claim for four-day costs a further sum 
for substituted service. In adding this further claim the ques- 
tion of amount was not unnaturally regulated by the amount of 
costs for substituted service fixed by Practice Masters’ Rule (see 
Annual Practice, 1900, p. 1001), to be added on entering judg- 
ment in default where service has been substituted. This 
practice has been in existence for several years, and, we are 
informed, bas worked well, and it is probable that if the 
amount of costs of substituted service so fixed had been 
yeasonably adequate, the case of Flatau v. Cullen would never 
have beea heard of. But in fixing the sum of £1 as fixed costs 
of obtaining an order for substituted service the masters | 
have clearly underestimated such costs, and there is no doubt | 
that that fixture of costs ought to be reconsidered. In our | 
opinion this question is precisely one of those matters in which | 
the Incorporated Law Society ought to intervene on behalf of | 
the profession in order to obtain an allowance for substituted 
service which is reasonably adequate in the circumstances. It 
would be interesting to know how this arbitrary fixture of £1 is 
made up. If we turn to the official requirements insisted upon 
before an order for substituted service will be granted (see 
Annual Practice, p. 61), the sum of £1 for costs becomes 
positively absurd. Both in Chancery and Queen’s Bench the 
following requirements are insisted upon: The process-server 
is required to call first at the residence of the defendant to serve 
him. Any previous unsuccessful attempt to serve him at his 
office does not count. If the defendant cannot be found at his 
residence, the process-server must make an appointment there 
at a reasonable hour when the defendant is likely to be at 
home, and must state the purpose of that appointment. If the 
defendant fails to keep the appointment, the process-server 








Some of these allowances are, no doubt, discretionary, and by 
using his discretion severely the master might reduce the bill by 
about six or seven shillings. The fact remains, however, that if, 
instead of fixing the costs of substituted service at one pound, 
the masters had fixed them at two guineas or two pounis five 
they would have been well within the mark, and the fixture 
would have been generally accepted as a fair one. In the 
aggregate litigants would have benefited by such a change, 
because, being permitted to tax where the amount recovered 
exceeds fifty pounds, they now invariably elect to do so, and the 
costs of taxation have to be added to the costs of the action. 
This would very rarely happen if the costs were fixed at a 
reasonable sum. 

It is in cases where the claim is below £50 that the fixture of 
£1 for substituted service works injustice. We have no doubt 
that in fixing such a small amount the masters had regard only 
to actions for sums between £20 and £50, for if any attempt 
could be made to justify this inadequate fixed allowance it 
would be based upon the ground that it only applies com- 
pulsorily to actions which could have been brought in the county 
court. But if this point is fairly considered it will be found to 
contain no justification whatever for an arbitrary fixture of costs 
which entirely sets aside the rights of solicitors under the 
statutory scale of allowances in the High Court. 

Section 116 of the County Courts Act, 1888, provides that if 
in an action founded on contract brought in the High Court the 
plaintiff shall recover a sum of twenty pounds or upwards, but 
less than fifty pounds, he shall not be entitled to any more costs 
than he would have been entitled to if the action had been 
brought in a county court. In the county court the plaintiff 
would not be entitled to any costs of substituted service, because 
he would not be compelled to incur any. The county court 


| serves its own originating process, and if the High Court did 


must again go through the form of making another appoint- | k ng p 
ment, and he must, of course, keep these appointments himeelf. | the same it would speedily find out that the elaborate efforts to 


‘These steps will not in general be dispensed with even | serve which it sternly imposes on solicitors, and which are quite 
though it be shewn that the writ has come to the knowledge of | unknown in county court proceedings, were unnecessary. But 
the defendant, or that he admits having received a copy.” | the High Court has no machinery for serving any process, and 
Having done all this, the plaintiff can make his application, | therefore when it insists on its specific requirements being 
based upon an affidavit which must run to some length, for it | fulfilled before it will grant an order for substituted service, 
must prove the issue of the writ and describe “with great | such insistence must be taken to entitle the solicitor to reasonable 
particularity” the efforts to serve as above required. It must | remuneration for his compliance. The very fact that any 
state that all practicable means of effecting personal service | allowance is made for costs of substituted service in actions on 
have been exhausted, and it must set forth the kind of substituted | claims between £20 and £50 is in itself an admission by the 


service asked for, and state that there is reasonable probability | High Court of the right of a solicitor to be remunerated, for if 
of the writ thereby reaching the defendant. | it adhered etrictly to the letter of the above section of the County 
The actual out-of-pocket expenses incurred in an application | Courts Act it would not allow any costs of substituted service of 


for substituted service in the Queen’s Bench Division amount to | writ in such actions. And if any costs at all are allowed they 
ten shillings—namely, 2s. 6d. on the affidavit (stamp), 5s. on | ought to be reasonably adequate. 


the order (stamp), Is. 6d. for swearing the affidavit, and 1s. for| If, however, it is urged that, inasmuch as these actions on 
the exhibit. This leaves ten shillings for paying the process- 
server for these compulsory and elaborate efforts to serve, for 
drawing a long affidavit and engrossing it, for attending to 
leave the affidavit with the master, and subsequently attending to 


‘claims from £20 to £50 ought to be brought in the county 


court, and that therefore the High Court is entitled to discourage 
them by placing a strict limit to costs, the answer is that the very 
same section contains a proviso distinctly encouraging litigants 
to come to the High Court with claims over £20 wherever the 





obtain the order, and for effecting service. It is rather too much | 
to expect a solicitor to perform all this work for ten shillings. 
Let us now look at these costs from the solicitor’s point of view 


benefit of order 14can be obtained. That has been declared by 
authority to have been the policy of the County Courts Act, 


of,what he is fairly entitled to under the statutory allowances | 1888: Barker v. Hempstead (37 W. R. 685, L. R. 23 Q. B. D. 8). 
in Appendix N. of the Rules of the Supreme Court. We take | If the statute encouraged the bringing of these actions in the 
a simple case where there have been no unusual difficulties, and | High Court that encouragement ought not to be withdrawn 
where the defendant’s residence is not in a remote place, so that | by the practice of the High Court itself. That litigants avail 
mileage could be claimed. themselves of this encouragement is shewn by the fact that, 
Costs or Sunstrrvrep Saxvics. according to the judicial statistics for 1899, there were in 1897 

(the last year dealt with) nearly as many judgments in the High 


Three attendances at defendant’s residence to effect £ s. d. .. 
service me th, h'died, elke, cab 1c aed ee Court for sums between £20 and £50 as for sums above £50. 
Drawing affidavit in support of application, 8 folios (this The figures are 13,144 as against 13,698. These figures are, 
isa low cetimate) ... = Se - moreover, significant in another direction. We may presume 


: from them that the number of orders for substituted service in 


Engrossing ditto at 4d. per folio... ese eee ws @ 
0 : - - 
actions between £20 and £50 nearly equalled that in actions 


Writ to exhibit Mf sit iat Pa cae, ae 


7 bo 


Attending to swear affidavit... — eee ove — ee: 2 

Paid oath and exhibit ee ee er Se over £50. We cannot see that there is any justification for the 
Attending to leave affidavit with master, and obtaining practice of allowing between £2 10s, and £3 in the one case and 
Pept wy ~ Cs hai “ate : > in the other case arbitrarily fixing an allowance of £1 and 
en an aie i refusing taxation. It would be a mistake to assume that Flaten 
Service of writandorder ..  .. eee OC v. Cullen decided that the master could not refuse to tax costs of 
Court Fees—Filing Aflidavit vee nee 0 2 6 substituted service. It had no reference to such costs on enter- 

5 


° ing judgment, but merely decided that where no judgment was 
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£218 6 entered and the defendant obtained under ord, 3, r. 7, an order to 
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tax, the master could not refuse taxation by imposing the fixed determined before the Interpleader Ast (1 & 2 Will. 4, c. 58), 


allowance. 


RECENT DECISIONS ON COUNTY COURT 
JURISDICTION AND PRACTICE. 


Eacu year yields its usual harvest of cases specially affecting 
the county courts, though familiarity with the jurisdiction and 
practice of those courts, engendered by constant recourse thereto, 
has an undoubted tendency to diminish the number of such 
cases. During the legal year just closed an average number of 
decisions, of more or less importance, have been given in the 
High Court on county court jurisdiction and practice. To these 
it is proposed briefly to refer in the present article, commencing, 
as is our wont, with those touching the subject of jurisdiction. 
In Sweetland vy. Turkish Cigarette Co. (47 W. R. 511) it was held 
that where a county court judge has made an order, he is functus 
officio, and has therefore no jurisdiction to vary it afterwards. 
This decision, which in some cases may tend to produce hardship, 
is nevertheless fully warranted by section 93 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), which provides that 
every judgment and order of a county court judge shall 
be final and conclusive between the parties, and also by 
previous decisions: see Irving v. Askew (L. R. 5 Q B. 208), 
The Great Northern Railway Co. v. Mossop (17 C. B. 180), The 
Recepta (41 W. R. 561; 1893, P. 255). The next case to be 


and was, moreover, a case of trover against a sheriff. 

The subject of statutory defences in county court actions hag 
been considered in two cases, to which reference must now be 
made. In Brutton v. Branson (1898, 2 Q. B. 219) it was held 
that, in an action on a contract for the sale of goods of the value 
of £10, the defence of the Statute of Frauds (as re-enacted by 
the Sale of Goods Act, 1893) is a ‘statutory defence”’ within the 
meaning of ord. 10, r. 18a, of the County Court Rules, 1889, 
and the defendant, if he intends to rely on it, must therefore 
give notice of it under rule 10 of such order. This decision will 
set at rest a doubt as to whether the Statute of Frauds in itself 
constitutes a ‘‘ statutory defence ” within the meaning of rule 184 

'of the County Court Rules, 1889: see the Yearly County 
|Court Practice, 1899, p. 223-4. For, according to what 
was held by Wits, J., in the case under consideration, 
it is impossible to give a rational definition of the term 
| ‘statutory defence” which would not include the defence 
of the Statute of Frauds. In Zaton v. Tapley (47 W. R. 463; 
1898, 1 Q. B. 953) it was held that where the defence 
| relied on is the Statute of Limitations, it is sufficient if the 
| notice of defence complies with ord. 10, r. 142, of the County 
Court Rules, 1889, aad that it need not specify the particular 
statute relied on, nor the date from which it began to run, as 
ord. 10, r. 184, above mentioned, does not apply to defences 
| under Statutes of Limitation. While dealing with the subject 


noticed, under the head of jurisdiction—namely, The City of Agra | of defences in county court actions, it may be mentioned that 
(1898, P. 198), affects the admiralty jurisdiction of the county | the new County Court Rules, issued last May, contain various 
courts. The decision there given turns upon the meaning of the | provisions with regard to “tenders ” in admiralty actions. and 
words “ agent in England ” in section 21, sub-section 2, of the | annul existing rules on that subject contained in order 394 of 
County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict.| the County Court Rules, 1889. They, moreover, provide that 
ce. 71), which provides that proceedings in an admiralty cause | the provisions of order 9 as to payment into court shall not, in 
shall, where another provision (unnecessary here to mention) | future, apply to admiralty actions. 

is inapplicable, be commenced ‘‘in the county court having! With regard to appsals from the county court, several 
admiralty jurisdiction in the district of which the owner of the; decisions have been given which must be noticed. In 
vessel or property to which the cause relates, or his agent in | Wohlgemuthe v. Coste (1899, 1 Q. B. 501) it was held that it isa 
England, resides.” It was accordingly held, in the above case, | condition precedent to the right of appeal to the High Oourt 


that the term “agent in England” means a person acting for 
another person in relation to the vessel or property proceeded 
against at the time the service of process is effected, and that if 
at that time the agency has ceased, the service of such process 
is bad for want of jurisdiction. In Skinner vy. The Northallerton 
County Court Judge (1899, A. C. 438) it was held that certiorari 
does not lie to bring up an order of a county court judge, 
made by him when exercising bankruptcy jurisdiction, 
because, in respect of bankruptcy matters, the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. ¢ 52), has given all the powers 
and jurisdiction which the High Court possesses to a county 
court sitting in bankruptcy, to which, therefore, application 
should be made whenever, for instance, any irregularity or 
i , in point of form, in any warrant issued by the 
authority of such a court is complained of. In this con- 


from the judgment of a couuty court judge under the County 
Courts Act, 1888, s. 120, that the question of law relied on in 
, support of the appeal shall be raised at the trial, but that a 
‘request to the judge to make a note is not a condition 
precedent, and, therefore, if ¢he notes of the judge are 
‘mot produced, the court has jurisdiction, under the Rules 
‘of the Supreme Court, 1883, ord. 59, r. 8, if satisfied 
' that the question of law was raised at the trial, to hear the 
appeal upon other evidence, though no request to make a note 
‘has been made. This decision will certainly be acceptable to 
‘ county court suitors, who must often have found it difficult to 
_ fix upon the right moment in which to make the request that 
‘a note be taken, and, moreover, in no way conflicts, it is sub- 
‘mitted, with the decision of the House of Lords in Smith v. 
| Baker (1891, A. C. 325) that “the raising of the point of law 


nection it should be stated generally, with regard to county | at the trial is a condition precedent to any appeal from the 
court cases in which a defect of jurisdiction is alleged, that | decision of the county court.” In Sweetland v. The Turkish 
where an action is struck out for want of jurisdiction, under | Cigarette Co. (47 W. R. 511) it was held that even where the 





section 114 of the County Courts Act, 1888, the court may, if it 
shall think just, award costs against the defendant: Watson v. 
Petts (No. 2) (1899, 1 Q. B. 420), and that where an order has 
been made in a county court in circumstances that would give a 
Divisional Court jurisdiction to issue a prohibition, the party 
aggrieved is not thereby deprived of his right to appeal against 
such an order to the Divisional Court in the ordinary way, 
instead of applying for a prohibition: Swectland y. The Turkish 
Ci egg (ubi supra), and see Barber v. Palmer (30 W. R. 59, 
8 Q. B. D. 9). 

Passing from the subject of jurisdiction of the county courts 
to that of officers of those courts, one case only claims attention— 


namely, London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Co.v. Cable (80 L. T. 


119, 47 W. RB. Dig., p. 46), where it was held that damages 
are recoverable on an interpleader summons against a high 
bailiff of a county court for the seizure of the goods of third 
persons, the claimants, by way of execution on the premises of 
the debtor, where the claimante have suffered a substantial 
grievance, although the seizure was bond fide and there was no 
misconduct. This decision seems to accord well with what was 
held in Glasspoole v. Young (9 B. & O. 696), which, however, was 


remedy by prohibition to a county court for acting without 
| jurisdiction is available, the party aggrieved is not deprived of 
‘his right to appeal from such an order instead of resorting to 
, the alternative remedy by prohibition. In Zhe Burma (No. 2) 
(80 L. T. 839) it was held that a plaintiff ia a collision action, 
instituted on the admiralty side of the county court, whose 
damages are Jess than £50, has no right of appeal from a judg- 
ment dismissing the action on a question of fact, although the 


| gum claimed in the action exceeds £50. This decision follows that 
| given in Zhe Falcon (3 P. Div. 100), In The Vulcan (47 W. R. 128 ; 


1898, P.222) it was held that an order in a county court admiralty 
action, refusing costs to plaintiffs who, having claimed £30 and 
costs, accepted £17 10s. paid into court by the defendants ‘in 
satisfaction of the whole of the plaintiffs’ claim herein,” was a 
final order, within the meaning of section 26 of the Oounty 
Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 17), 
and, therefore, could be appealed from without leave being first 
obtained. Before quitting the subject of appeals from county 
courts, it should be mentioned that, Rnd to the decision 
given in Watson v. Petts (47 W. KR. 68; 1899, 1 Q. B, 54), where 
a judge at chambers has made an order either granting or 
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refusing an application for a writ of prohibition to a county 
court, the appeal from such order lies to the Divisional Court 
and not direct to the Court of Appeal. 

Two decisions on the important subject of costs next claim 
attention. In White v. Headland’s Patent Electric Storage Battery 
Co. (47 W. R. 273; 1899, 1 Q. B. 507) the facts were briefly as 
follows. An action was commenced in the High Court for £73, 
and the plaintiff obtained judgment under order 14 of the 
Supreme Court Rules for £53, while leave to defend as to 
the balance claimed was given and the action was remitted 
to a county court, wherein the plaintiff recovered judgment 
for £20, being the whole amount of such balance. It was 
held by the Court of Appeal that, as the plaintiff had 
recovered, in the whole action, over £50, though /ss than that 
amount in the county court, he was entitled to have his costs in 
the county court taxed under scale C., which is applicable where 
the sum recovered exceeds £50. This decision, we may point 
out, overrules the case of Bailey v. Watson (1898, 2 Q B. 270, 
47 W. R. Dig. 40) which, at the time it was decided, we 
ventured to question (ante 42 Soxicrrors’ JourNAL, p. 665) 
upon the groundthat it was impossible to reconcile it with 
Keeble v. Bennett (42 W. R. 539; 1894, 2 Q. B. 329), 
where it was held that, in order to determine the scale of 
costs applicable in the county court to a remitted action, 
the amount recovered in the High Court must he added 
to that recovered in the county court. In Watson v. Petts 
(No, 2) (1899, 1 Q. B. 430) it was held that where an 
action in a county court is struck out for want of jurisdiction, 
under section 114 of the County Court Acts, 1888, the court 
may, if it think fit to do so, award costs against the defendant. 

There remain two cases to be noticed on the subject of 
execution in county court actions. In Montgomery v. De Bulmes 
(4. W. R. 22; 1898, 2 Q. B. 420) it was held by the Court of 
Appeal that a creditor who has recovered a judgment in 
the High Court, and afterwards has obtained from a county 


court judge an order for payment of the debt by instalments, 


cannot put in motion the High Court procedure, and issue 
execution, without first going to the county court judge and 
getting the order made by him discharged. The case of Re 


Ives, Ex parte Addington (84 W.R. 593; 16 Q. B. D. 665), must, | 


therefore, now be treated as overruled, and the earlier case of 
Jones v. Jenner (4 W. R. 651) as approved of. The only other 
case relating to the subject now under consideration is London, 
Chatham, and Dover Railway Co. v. Cable (80 L. T. 119, 47 W. R. 
Dig. 46), which has already been dealt with in this article 
under the head of officers of the county courts. Briefly, it 
decides that where the high bailiff has wrongly seized the goods 
of third persons, which are exempted from distress and execution 
by statute, damages are recoverable against him by such third 
persons on an interpleader summons, although the seizure was 
bond fide and without any misconduct. 








REVIEWS. 
INFECTIOUS DISEASES. 
Tut LAw Reiatine To Inrecrious DisEAsEs AND Hospirars. By 
H. HI, Copnaut, Solicitor, Deputy Clerk and Clerk of Committees 
of the Wilts County Council. Hadden, Best, & Co. 


This book is evidently the work of a practical man who has gained , 


a sound knowledge of his subject by actual experience. It is likely 
to be of great use to medical officers of health and inspectors of 
nuisances, as well as to clerks of county and district councils, 
and the legal profession generally. It must be noticed, however, 
that the book does not deal with the Public Health (London) 
Act, 1891, and so will be found of little use within the 
limits of the metropolis, to which it does not profess to 
apply. The introduction is a valuable part of the book, for it not 
only contains a sketch of the law, but also gives useful hints and 
suggestions to local authorities as to the mode of carrying out their 
duties, and how to ward off outbreaks of infectious disease. ‘ It 
should be noted,” says the author, ‘that invariabl 


inefficiently performed.” Part I, of the book consists of the statutes 


bearing on the subject, and the orders made thereunder by the Local | 
to inquire whether it is correc 


Government Board, together with useful notes, cross-references, 


and references to decided cases, 
Tanda issued by the Local Government Board as to the treatment 


the greatest | 
zymotic death rate is where the general sanitary administration is | 


Part IT. is made up chietly of memo- | 
' the time I wrote you I explained that it was specially with the intention 


of infectious diseases, isolation hospitals, &c. Part III. is a digest of 
cases on the subject decided by the High Court, many useful decisions 
being given, reports of which are only to be found in works other 
than the well-known series of law reports. The work seems to be 
carefully written and reliable, and ought to havea career of usefulness 


before it. 





ADULTERATION. 


ADULTERATION OF Foop: STATUTES AND CAsES DEALING WITH 
CoFFEE, TEA, BREAD, SEEDS, FooD AND DruGs, MARGARINE, 
FERTILIZERS AND FEEDING Sturrs, &c., &¢., INCLUDING THE 
Foop anpD Drucs Act, 1899. By Dovuaias C. BarTLzEy, Bar- 
rister-at-Law. Sxconp Epition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
This is a little book on an important subject, which, as the author 

says, is now “almost entirely” contained in statutes. It is not, 

however, quite entirely contained in statutes, and therefore the book 
might with advantage have contained afew pages on the common 
law aspect of adulteration, with respect to which a good deal may be 
said. Nothing is said on this subject. The first edition was well received, 
and proved itself to be a concise, accurate, and useful statement of the 
law. A second edition is rendered necessary by the passing of the 

Food and Drugs Act of this year, which comes into operation on the 

ist of January next. That Act will introduce changes in the law of 

considerable importance, and therefore the volume makes it appear- 
ance just at the right time. This edition will be found to include all 
the decisions reported recently which bear on the subject, and to be 

brought well up to date in every respect. J 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Statutes of Practical Utility passed in 1899 (62 & 63 Vict. and 
63 Vict.), arranged in Alphabetical Order, in continuation of 
‘“‘Chitty’s Statutes,” with Notes, and a Summary of the Statutes 

Selected. By J. M. Lery, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & 
| Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
| he London Government Act, 1899, and the Various Statutes 

Incorporated with it or Specially Referred to therein, with Notes 
| and Index. By ALEX. Macmorray, M.A., Q.C., 8. G. Lusurneron, 
.A., B.C.L., and E. J. NAupRett, Barristers-at-Law. Shaw & 
| Sons; Butterworth & Co. 

Guide to the Preparation, Delivery, and Taxation of Bills of Costs, 
| with Precedents of Bills of Costs in all the Divisions of the High 
| Court of Justice, &c., and Notes and Decisions thereon (Pridmore). 
' Tenth Edition. By Cas. ¥. Scort, assisted by E. G. Box, both of 
| the Chancery Taxing Office, Royal Courts of Justice. Waterlow & 


Sons (Limited). 











CORRESPONDENCE. 
ESTATE DUTY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I enclose a circular-letter recently issued to the members of 
the Wolverhampton Law Society, and a resolution passed by my 


council, which may be of some interest to you. 
G. MaynarpD Marty, Hon. Sec. 


Wolverhampton. * 
The following is the circular referred to by our correspondent : 


Estate Dery. 
Wolverhampton, November 7th, 1899. 
Dear Sir,—You will remember that in February of last year the council 
| of the above society circulated a correspondence between myself and the 
‘Legacy and Succession Duty Office in respect of the question of the 
| payment of duties where real property is sold under a trust or power of 
sale, and the controller at that time expressed the opinion that, in such 
circumstances, the charge of estate duty, as well as the charge of legacy 
duty and succession duty, was considered by the department to follow the 
purchase-moncy, and that ‘‘ a purchaser, therefore, Was not concerned to 
raise the question of duty.” 
Having reason to believe that the department had recently acted upon 
a different view, I communicated with the controller again, and have 
received from the Secretary of the Estate Duty Department the important 
letter which is printed below for the information of members.— Yours 
faithfully, G. Mayxarp Maarrrsx, Hon. See. 





[Copy of Correspondence. } 
Wolverhampton, 30th October, 1899 
Liability for Estate Duty on Sales under a Trust for Sale or Power of Sale. 
Referring to my correspondence with you in February of last 
y to your letter of the 25th of February, 1898, T beg 
t, as I am informed, that an alteration has 
taken place in the view of the department upon the point involved. At 


Sir, 
year, and particular 
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of circulating your reply amongst practitioners in this district, and 
bringiog about uniformity of practice in this neighbourhood in respect 
of the matter alluded to. You will see that if such alteration has taken 
place, purchasers who have completed without proof of the payment of 
estate duty, on the strength of your letter, are seriously affected, and I 
shall be obliged if you will kindly let me know what steps itis proposed 
to take to give protection against liability to estate duty where purchasers 
have relied upon your letter.—I am, Sir, your obedient servant; 
G. Maynarp Marty, Hon. Sec. 
The Controller, Legacy and Succession Duty Office, 
Somerset House, W.C. 


Estate Duty Department, Somerset House, 
London, W.C., 2nd November, 1899. 

Sir,—In reply to your letter of the 30th ultimo, I acquaint you that the 
question of the incidence of the estate duty under the circumstances you 
mention has been re-considered, and, although the point is not free from 
doubt, the better opinion appears. to be that, when a testator, dying after 
the commencement of the Finance Act, 1894, directs or empowers a sale of his 
real estate, a sale under such direction or power does not operate to shift 
tte charge of duty from the property to the proceeds of sale. 

The charge is imposed by section 9 (1) of the Finance Act, 1894, on the 
real property passing, and the Act contains no provision to shift that 
charge on a subsequent sale, whether effected by trustees, executors, or 
beneficiaries. 

With regard, however, to property directed to be sold by the will of a 
testator dying before the commencement of the Finance Act, 1894, and the sale 
moneys held on trust for a tenant for life dying after that time, the circum- 
stances are somewhat different. Assuming that the property has not been 
sold during the lifetime of the tenant for life, what actually passes at his 
death is the property itself charged with estate duty under the provisions 
of section 9 (1) of the Finance Act, 1894. So far as the liability of a pur- 
chaser is concerned, however, it may be conceded that what passes on the 
death of the tenant for life is money temporarily invested in the land, to 
which the charge will only cling until a sale is effected, when the charge 
wiil shift to the proceeds. As the interests of the revenue are, as a rule, 
sufficiently protected by the personal liability of the trustees and other 
accountable persons, it is proposed to adopt this view in practice in such 
cases. 

With regard to the concluding part of your letter, I acquaint you that 
if a purchaser has completed a purchase from trustees acting under a trust 





or power on the faith of the official practice indicated in the letter addressed 
to you on the 25th of February, 1598, without requiring evidence of the 
payment of estate duty, the commissioners will exonerate them from 
liability to such duty if unpaid. 

May I ask you to give this letter the same publicity as that given to the 
official letter above referred to ?—I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 

G. Maynard Martin, Eq. A. Aymarp, Assistant Secretary. 


The following is the resolution referred to :— 


That this council are of opinion that the subject of the death duties | 
requires careful consideration by the Legislature with a view of simplifying | 
the practice in the mode of assessment and the preparation of accounts, | 
and making the application of the Finance Act, 1894, more easily intel- 


by two subsequent accounts rendered ; and it was objected that the 
section of the Town Police Clauses Act, 1847, did not apply to such a 
case, but the stipendiary made an order for payment. 

If he is right a great number of solicitors here are greatly surprised, 
The stipendiary, upon being applied to, refused. to state a case, on 
the ground that it was frivolous. 

Authorities and opinions are invited, for it is a most important 
point. H. E. Parry. 

Birmingham, Nov. 21. 

[Section 66 of the Town Police Clauses Act, 1847, provides that “if 
any person refuse to pay on demand to any proprietor or driver of 
any hackney carriage the fare,” &c.—ED. S. J.] 


COSTS OF APPLICATION FOR JUDGMENT UNDER 
ORDER 14. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 

Sir,—With reference to the letter signed ‘‘ Lex” as to costs of 
application for judgment under ord. 14, r. 9b, I may mention that, 
shortly after the rule came into operation, I had a case very similar to 
your correspondent’s, in which the master made an order in my 
favour, ordering the plainfiff to pay the costs of an application under 
order 14 forthwith ; but the case in question was an extremely strong 
one. G. W. 

Nov. 21. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
MOXHAM AND OTHERS ». GRANT. No. 1. 15th Nov. 


CompaNy—UNAUTHORIZED Payment BY Drrecrors or CapiTAL TO SHARE- 
HOLDERS — UttTra VirEs act —OrpER ON Directors to Rerunp— 
LiaBiuity of SHAREHOLDERS—INDEMNITY. 


Appeal from the judgment of a Divisional Court (Lawrance and 
Channell, JJ.) affirming the decision of the judge of the Swansea County 
Court (reported in 47 W. R. 282 ; 1899, 1 Q. B. 480). The plaintiffs were 
the directors of a company called Cory’s Steamers (Limited), and the 
defendant was a shareholder in the company. The Primrose, a steamer 
belonging to the company, having been lost, the underwriters paid to the 
company £719 2s. 6d. in respect thereof. The directors thereupon, all the 
shareholders consenting, distributed this sum among the shareholders, who 
knew that it was the proceeds of the insurance upon the steamer, the sum 
distributed being at the rate of 10s. on each share. Each shareholder 
signed a receipt which stated that the sum received was a reduction of 10s. 
per share on the shares held by him. The defendant received £35. The 
company was subsequently ordered to be wound up, and the liquidator 
obtained an order under section 10 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 





ligible. The council are further of opinion that any alteration should pro- | 1890, declaring that the payments made to the shareholders were payments 
ceed on the principle that estate duty should be considered a charge on the | of part of the capital of the company, and were unlawfully paid in 
proceeds of tale.’’ | reduction of the capital of the company, and the directors were ordered 

a a | to refund to the liquidator the £719 2s. 6d. The directors thereupon 


THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal,] 

Sir,—I shall be glad if any of your readers would give an opinion | 
upon the following point. 

In August, 1899, copyhold property belonging to A. was cove- | 
nanted to be surrendered to B. to secure £500 advanced by B. 

ee @ conditional surrender by A. to the use of B. was 
made. 

A. proposes to enfranchise the property at a cost of £50, and B. 
will advance this sum upon having it and the first advance charged 
upon the freehold. 

It is intended that the lord shall, by the enfranchisement deed, | 
with the concurrence of A., convey the freehold to B., subject to 
redemption on payment of the two advances. 

Query, Will B. acquire the legal estate notwithstanding that the | 
property is within a county subject to an Order in Council under | 
section 20, and no one is registered as proprietor of the land under 
that section ? X. Y. Z. 

Nov. 22, 1899. 

[Is not an enfranchisement clearly a ‘‘ conveyance on sale” 
lord of the freehold to the tenant on ts oveninis ?—ED, s. J.) ina 





SUMMONS FOR CAB FARE. 
(To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—A case was before the stipendiary here on the 15th inst., in 
which s cabman summoned a person for three cab fares due on 
the 3rd of September last. It was proved on oath by the defendant | 
that no demand had ever been made by the man upon him for them, | 
and that the only demand he had ever had was an account rendered 
in the usual course for these and prior fares by the master, followed 


brought this action against the defendant to recover the £35 paid to him 
The county court judge gave judgment for the plaintiffs, and the Divisional 
Court affirmed his decision. The defendant appealed. 

Tue Court (A. L. Smrrn, Cortins, and Vavenan Wriittams, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

A. L. Sarrn, L.J., said that it was not a case where the shareholder 
received moneys belonging to the company in ignorance that they had no 
right to receive it. In his opinion the liquidator could have taken pro- 
ceedings against each shareholder who had received portions of the 
£719 2s. 6d. Instead of doing so, the liquidator, as the more convenient 


| course, recovered the whole sum from the directors who had distributed it 


among the shareholders. It seemed to his lordship that a shareholder who 
had received money of the company, with notice that it formed part of the 
capital of the company, was in the position of a constructive trustee: see 
Russell v. Wakefield Waterworks Co. (23 W. R. 887, L. R. 20 Eq. 474, at p. 
479). That being so, the rule in equity as between two trustees had been 
explained in many cases, and quite lately in Chillingworth v. Chambers (44 
W. R. 388; 1896, 1 Ch. 685), that, as between two trustees who were in 


| pari delicto, the one who had made good a loss occasioned by a breach of 
| trust for which the two were jointly and severally liable might obtain con- 
| tribution from the other. In the present case the trustees, who had 
| been compelled to make good the loss, were entitled to be repaid by their 


co-trustee the amount paid to him. That was a suf§cient ground upon 
which to rest his judgment, but he also thought that the doctrine laid 
down in Bonner v. Tottenham Bui'ding Society (48 W. R. 161; 1899, 1 Q. B. 
161) applied. 

Couiiys, L.J., concurred. The directors were liable to pay the whole 
sum to the liquidator, and the shareholders were also liable to pay to him 
the sums each received. The directors were compelled to pay the whole 
sum, and that payment had gone in relief of the shareholders. Upon 
those facts there arose by implication of law a right in the person paying 
to be recouped by the person relieved, in other words, a right to indemnity 
or contribution. The only possible answer to such a right was that these 
persons were joint tort-feasors. But the only illegality here was an wltra 
vires act; and mone id by one person in breach of trust to another, who 
took it knowing of the breach, did not make those persons joint tort- 
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feasurs: see Re Exchange Banking Co., Fliteroft’s case (30 W. R. 695, at p. 
697; 21 Ch. D, 519. at p. 527). That disposed of the case. He would, 
however, deal with the question whether there was a trust created or not. 
The only bearing this had lay in showing that the money could be followed 
and recovered back. Unless the payment was compulsorily made in relief 
of the person against whom the indemnity was claimed, the claim for 
indemnity was gone. The liquidator here could sue the shareholders, who 
received it with notice, and thus follow the money. 

VaucHan Wiis, L.J., concurred.—CounseL, J. G. Witt, Q.C., and 
Poley ; Meager. Soutcrrons, F. Du Bois ; Evans, Richards, § Marriott, for 
J. R. Richards, Swansea. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


ELLIS (Appellant) ». CAMBERWELL ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE. No.1. 
3rd and 18th Nov. 


Ratrxc—SvupriemMentaL List — Increase in VALUE— Premium Parp ror 
Punic: HOUSE—VALUATION (Merropo.is) Act, 1869, s. 46, suB-sECTION 1. 

This was an appeal from a decision of the Divisional Court (Lawrance 
and Channell, JJ.), upon a case stated by the London Quarter Sessions upon 
an appeal against the supplemental valuation list for the parish of 
Camberwell for 1897. The appellant was since October, 1896, the occupier 
of a public-house in Camberwell. At the quinquennial valuation in 1895 
the gross and rateable values of the public-house were fixed at £485 and 
£405 respectively. By a provisional list in 1896 these amounts were increased 
to £600 and £500. These amounts were objected to on the ground that 
there had been no increase in value within section 47 of the Valuation 
(Metropolis) Act, 1869. The assessment committee reduced the amounts 
to £575 gross and £485 rateable values. In the supplemental valuation list 
for 1897 the house was again assessed at £575 gross and £485 rateable 
values. The appellant objected to the valuation and contended before the 
assessment committee that the house was improperly included in the 
supplemental list, and that there had been no alteration in the value of the 
house during the preceding twelve months within section 46 (1) of the Act of 
1869, and that the overseers were not entitled to consider the amount of 
money paid for the house since the date of the valuation in 1895 or atall. The 
assessment committee refused to give relief. On appeal to quarter 
sessions, evidence was admitted to shew that the appellant had paid 
£16,400 as the consideration for his lease. Evidence was also given of a 
general rise in the value of public-houses since the quinquennial valuation, 
but there was no evidence of any circumstances specially affecting the 
value of the house in question. The quarter sessions confirmed the altera- 
tion of the list made by the assessment committee. The Divisional Court 
affirmed the order of quarter sessions. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Russert or Kittowen, C.J., and A. L. Swiru and 
Vavenan Wriiurams, L JJ.) allowed the appeal, holding that there was 
no sufficient evidence to justify the conclusion that the alteration which 
took place during the twelve months preceding the making of the supple- 
mental list was in law an alteration within section 46, it being quite 
consistent with the fact that the alteration in value resulted from general 
prosperity ; that evidence of the amount of the premium was admissible, 
but it was not evidence in law of an alteration within section 46, unless 
some evidence was given of the premium previously paid. Appeal 
allowed.—CounseEL, Littler, Q.C., and Page, Q.C.; Macmorran, Q.C., and 
W.C. Ryde. Soxtcrrors, Maitlands, Peckham, § Co.; Marsden § Son. 

[Reported by F. O. Roprvson, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re TURNBULL, TURNBULL v. NICHOLAS. Stirling, J. 
and 2lst Nov. 


PracticE—Marrigp Woman—JupGmMent Dentor—Orper For Payment 
into Court— Deravtt — Writ or ATTACHMENT—SEPARATE Estatrr— 
Marrrep Women’s Property Act, 1882 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 21), ss. 1 
(2), 18, 24; Denrors Acts, 1869 (82 & 33 Vicr. c. 62), ss. 4, 5; AND 
1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 54)—R. S. C. XLII. 4, 24. 


Motion for attachment. In this action the defendant Agnes Nicholas, 
administratrix of the estate of an intestate, had been by two orders of the 
court, dated the 8th of May and the 10th of July, 1899, dirccted to deliver 
an account of the personal estate which had come into her hands or by her 
order or for her use into the hands of others. An account being at last 
delivered, the defendant, by a further order dated the 10th of August, 
was ordered within four days of service to pay into court the sum of 
£277 13s. 7d. in respect of the amount. The order was served on the 23rd 
of August; payment had not been made by the 5th of September ; notice 
of motion to attach the defendant was dated the 6th of September. In 
support of the motion it was submitted that the defendant could be 
attached, having been married before the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882: Otway v. Wing (12 Sim. 90) ; Debtors Act, 1869, s. 4, sub-section 3, 
expressly exempting the abolition of imprisonment for debt where 
“default is made by a trustee or person acting in a fiduciary capacity 
and ordered to pay by a court of equity any sum of money in his 
possession or under his control.” Pemberton v. McGill (8 W. R. 290, 
25 L. J. Ch. 49) was also referred to. The motion was resisted on 
the ground that the court had no jurisdiction to commit the 
defendant, being a married woman and administratrix, on a devastavit 
Scott v. Morley (36 W. R. 67, 20Q B. D. 120), Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882, ss. 13, 24. It was agreed to dispose of the case on the hearing 
of the motion as if the defendant had given a notice of motion to vary or 
discharge the order of the 10th of August, 1899. Our. adv. vult, 

Sriniine, J., after stating the facts, said that by ord. 42, rr, 4 and 24, 


2nd, 9th, 











of the R. 8. C. of 1883, an order for payment of money into court might 
be enforced by writ of sequestration, or, in cases where it was authorized 
by law, by attachment of the person: per Chitty, J., in Re Greer (43 W. R. 
547; 1895, 2 Ch. 217). By virtue of the third exception in section 4 of 
the Debtors Act, 1869, there would clearly be jurisdiction here to order 
the issue of the writ against the defendant as being in the fiduciary 
capacity, were it not the case of a married woman. The decision, how- 
ever, in Scott v. Morley (36 W. R. 67, 20 Q. B. D. 120) could not be said to 
govern the present case, although the reasons on which it was based must be 
considered. Shortly, the ratio decidendi was this : Section 1, sub-section 2, of 
the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, conferred on a married woman the 
capacity of entering into and rendering herself liable on any contract in 
respect of and to the extent of her separate estate, and of suing and being sued 
either in contract or tort as if she were a feme sole ; this enactment created 
only a proprietary and not a personal liability. But section 5 of the 
Debtors Act, 1869, only authorized a committal where there was a ‘‘ debt 
due from ”’ the defendant, and a debt payable out of the separate property 
of a married woman was not a debt due from her. As explained in Re 
Greer, there was a distinction between an order for payment to a person 
and one, as here, for payment into court; so that that section of the 
Debtors Act did not apply. By the important changes made in the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, ss. 1 (2), 18, and 24,a married woman 
could accept fiduciary offices without her husband’s consent and her 
separate estate was made liable for breaches of trust. Here the object 
of the order was to get transferred to the court a sum of money 
belonging to the intestate’s estate, and which ought to be standing 
to a separate account in the name of the defendant as adminictratrix. 
The order made, therefore, seemed proper, and so, as the case then fell 
within the exception in section 4 of the Debtors Act, 1869, the order for 
attachment could be made if there was jurisdiction for it before that Act. 
Authority was scanty, but the case seemed a proper one, according to Bell 
v. Hyde (Prec. in Ch. 328) and Otway v. Wing (12 Sim. 90), for the 
attachment to issue. [His lordship, bearing in mind the provisions of 
the Debtors Act, 1878, continued:] Upon the motion for the attach- 
ment, an affidavit has been made by the defendant’s present solicitor 
to the effect that she has applied the sum appearing by the account to 
be in her hands, or part of it, in payment of the intestate’s 
debts. The affidavit is, however, insufficient to enable me to exercise the 
powers conferred by the Debtors Act, 1878, or to ascertain how the money 
which came to her hands had been disposed of. It seems to me that the 
order for the issue of the writ ought to go, but that the writ ought to lie 
in the office for three weeks to enable the defendant to make a proper 
affidavit, shewing what has become of the money traced to her hands.— 
CovunsgL, G. Henderson; H. L. Fraser. Soxtcrrors, Johnson, Weatherall, § 
Sturt ; J. Greenfield. 
[Reported by W. H. Draper, Barrister-at-Law. | 


THIERY v. CHALMERS, GUTHRIE, & CO. Kekewich, J. 
16th and 22nd Nov. 

Lunatic—Lunatic Nor So Founp—Frencn Lunatic—Nextr Frrexp— 
Person Enritritep Unper Frencn Law To CaarGe AND DISposal oF 
Lunatic’s Property —Person Entirtep To Gives Vat Recrir1s AnD 
DiscHArGEs ON Benatr or Lunaric. 


This case was one of considerable interest and importance as to the 
competence of a tuteur appointed by French law to a French lunatic to 
give valid discharges to English bankers for moneys which they held 
belonging to the lunatic. For the purposes of this report the facts are 
sufficiently set out in the judgment. . 

The further consideration came on for hearing on the 16th of November, 
and on the 22nd of November. 

Kexewicu, J., delivered a considered judgment to the following 
effect: This action was brought to recover from the defendants 
money and securities held by them as bankers and agents of the plaintiff 
George Thomy Thiery, who sues as a percon of unsound mind not so found 
by Ernest William Woods Davey his next friend, but before judgment the 
writ was amended by adding as co-plaintiff Joseph Jean Edouard Le Juge 
de Segrais, whose title I must presently examine. On the 29th of March, 
1899, an order was made directing an account of all moneys deposited with 
or received by the defendants for or on account of the plaintiff George 
Thomy Thiery as his bankers and agents, and further consideration 
of the action was adjourned. On the 18th of July, 1899, the 
master made a certificate finding that a balance of £2,362 15s. 8d. 
was due from the defendants on the account mentioned, and 
that they also held as bankers and agents of the plaintiff George 
Thomy Thiery certain securities specified in the certiticate. On the 
hearing on further consideration it was asked that the certified balance 
might be paid, and that the securities mentioned in the certificate might 
be transferred to the plaintiff Joseph Jean Edouard Le Juge de Segrais as 
tuteur of the plaintiff Georg: Thomy Thiery. The defendants are 
prepared to pay the balance and transfer the securities, but they, of 
course, require a legal discharge, and the question is whether the plaintiff 
Joseph Jean Edouard Le Juge de Segrais is competent to give them such 
discharge. That is the question calling for decision, and I reserved 
judgment on it in order to look more carefully into some authorities. 
Passing over for the moment Scott v. Bentley (1 Kay & John. 281), those 
authorities are: Re Barlow's Will (35 W. R. 737, 36 Ch. D. 287), Re Brown 
(44 W. R. 17; 1895, 2 Ch. 686), Re De Linden (45 W. R. 342; 1897, 1 Ch. 
453), and Didisheim v. London and Westminster Bank, Sovicrrons’ JouRNAL 
for the 15th of July, 1899, vol. 43, p. 642. After carefully considering 
them, I think that there may be extracted a general rule, that where there 
has been a judicial declaration of the status of lunacy, and the — 
on the lunatio’s behalf has the latter’s property vested in him in the sense 
mentioned by the Master of the Rolls in Re Brown—namely, that he has the 
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right to retain and deal with, without becoming the actual owner of, the 
lunatic’s property, the application properly may be, and generally ought 
to be, granted. In the most recent case, Didisheim v. London and West- 
minster Bank, I understand North, J., refused the order because 
the case did not fall within that rule, while, on the other hand, the order 
was made by Stirling, J., in Re De Linden because the rule was 
——- In the present case I have sufficient evidence, that 
of Edgar Gallet, a French advocate, to which are exhibited divers 
French proceedings proving that the plaintiff George Thomy Thiery 
is a domiciled Frenchman, has been declared lunatic by a competent 
tribunal, and that the plaintiff Joseph Jean Edouard Le Juge de Segrais is 
entitled, according to French law, to take possession of the lunatic’s 
property whatsoever and wheresoever, maintain actions on behalf of his 
estate, and give valid and good discharges in respect of all moneys, stocks, 
funds, and securities paid to or transferred to him forming part of the 
estate. That seems to me to bring the case clearly within the rule above 
stated. Under these circumstances no difficulty arises from the fact that 
the plaintiff George Thomy Thiery is described, and properly described, 
as a person of unsound mind not so found, and therefore sues by his next 
friend, and I ought to make the order asked in favour of the co-plaintiff, 
who is entitled according to the evidence to represent him for this purpose. 
In truth, although the action was, I think, properly framed as it was 
framed, the last-named plaintiff might have sued in his own name, and 
alleged that the defendants were directly responsible to him. This does 
not touch an entirely different class of cases which were considered by me 
in Re Chatard’s Settlement (47 W. R. 515; 1899, 1 Ch. 712), and I do 
not consider my present decision as the least inconsistent with my 
decision in that case. On the other hand, I am not, asat present advised, 
disposed to give much weight to the distinction urged in argument 
between cases where the claim is by a creditor against debtor and 
those where the court is in possession of a trust fund. I see no reason 
why the rule should not be applied as much to one class of cases as to the 
other. The plaintiffs relied on the case of Scott v. Bentley. As regards 
that, it is to be observed that the Master of the Rolls in Re Brown 
distinguished it from that then before the court, and North, J., in 
Didisheim v. London and Westminster Bank said that it was based on a 
wrong decision in Morrison’s case. It may justify and certainly is not 
adverse to my conclusion here, which, however, is based on the later 
authorities above mentioned. The order may therefore go as asked by 
the proposed minutes, and I have no objection to its covering, as those 
minutes suggest, any further moneys which the defendants may have 
received or may receive, either by way of dividend or otherwise, on account 
of the said George Thomy Thiery ; but the minutes do not provide for the 
defendants’ costs, to which they appear to be entitled. They should be 
deducted from the certified balance and taxed only in case of difference; 
the plaintiff Le Juge de Segrais being competent to agree to the costs on 
behalf of the estate which he represents.—CounseL, Rolt; Christopher 
James. Soutcrrors, Clarke, Rawlins, § Co. ; Flux, Thompson, § Fluz. 
[Reported by C. C. Henstey, Barrister-at-Law.] 


RICE v. NOAKES & CO. (LIM.). Cozens-Hardy, J. 13th and 16th Nov. 


Mortcace—Pvsiic-novse—Hovse ‘ Trep’’ tro MortGacEre—SgPARATE 
J = = ¥ + 
Covenant—Cioc on Equity or Repemption. 


This case raised a question of interest as to the right of the mortgagee 
vf a public-house to have it “tied’’ to him. The lease of the “‘ King’s 
Arms’’ was purchased by the plaintiff in October, 1897, from the second 
mortgagees for £6,800, the defendants, who were brewers and the first 
mortgagees, releasing their security for the purpose. The plaintiff borrowed 
£4,850 of the purchase-money from the defendants, and mortgaged the 
premises to them to secure the loan. By the mortgage the premises with 
the fixtures and goodwill were demised to the defendants subject to a 
proviso for redemption on payment of the loan, further advances, and 
sach sums as should become due for goods sold and delivered to the 
plaintiff the defendants. The deed also contained a provision 
that for the eaid considerations the mortgagor, ‘'so as to charge the 
premizes,’’ covenanted that he would not during the said term, and 
whether any moneys were owing upon the security of the morigage or not, 
use or sell upon the premises any malt liquors except such as should be 
pe noe of the mortgagee company under a penalty of £1,000 as 

quidated damages. These terms were practically the same as those of 
the prior mortgage held by the defendants. The plaintiff now desired to 
pay off the mortgage debt and have the premises reconveyed to him 
released from the covenant “‘ tying” them, and brought this action for a 
declaration to that effect. The defendants were ready to reconvey, but 
refused to release the covenant. 

_ Nov. 16.—Cozens-Harpy, J.—A few years ago a judge of first 
instance would have held that the “tic ’’ here could not be 
enforced after the discharge of the security. It would have 
been regarded as a plain case of “clogging” the equity of 
redemption. But this supposed doctrine has been much trenched upon of 
late years. It has been held that a mortgagor may be precluded from 
reieeming during a fixed period, such as tive or seven years (Teevan 
v. Smith, 20 W. R. 716, L. R. 20 Ch. D. 724, 729); and during that period 
be may be bound by a covenant to buy his beer only from the mortgagee : 
Biggs v. Hoddinott (47 W. B. 84; 1898, 2 Ch. 307). It bas also been held 
that a mortgagee of a leaschold theatre may take a covenant to repay the 
sum advanced within five years, and also to pay a share of the profits of 
the theatre during the residue of the lease extending beyond the five years 
aes v. Wilde, 47 W. BR. 297 ; 1899, 2 Ch. 474), with a proviso for redemp- 

upon payment of all these sums. The proviso was nugatory, as it came 
into ition after the determination of the lease. I do not understand 
that decision as saying more than that the mortgage could not be redeemed 








before the obligations had matured. On the other hand, ‘‘ once a mort- 
gage, always a mortgage,’ is stilla sound legal maxim. Anything com- 
prised in a mortgage must, when the obligation is discharged, be returned 
to the mortgagor; and no part can be retained by the mortgagee: Salt v. 
Marquis of Northampton (40 W. R. 529; 1892, A. C. 1). In the case 
before me the mortgage is in terms a security only for the money 
covenanted to be paid—that is, principal and interest, and price of 
goods. It does not profess to be a security for the performance of 
the negative covenant, the ‘‘tie.’”’ Secondly, on payment of what the 
defendant offers, the defendants are, by the terms of the deed, bound to 
‘* surrender or reconvey the premises.’? Thirdly, such surrender or recon- 
veyance is inconsistent with the retention of any charge on or interest in 
the premises. Fourthly, the nezative covenant imposes a fetter upon the 
enjoyment of the property, and materially lessens its value, and no 
purchaser could escape being affected with notice of it. Upon the whole, I 
think that the ‘‘ tie,’’ though valid during the continuance of the security, 
cannot be maintained when the moneys secured have been paid. When 
& mortgage 1s paid off the mortgagee cannot have any estate or interest in 
the mortgaged premises, or right to interfere with the user of them by the 
mortgagor. Judgment for the plaintiff —Covnset, Astbury, QC., and 
Edward Beaumont ; Eve, Q.C., and Stanley Fisher. Soxtcrrors, Sandilands 
§ Co.; Fishers. 
{Reported by Nevitie Tessvtt, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re TAXATION OF COSTS. Re BENTWICH, WATKIN, WILLIAMS, & CO 
C. A. No. 2. 16th Nov. 


So.tcrron—Costs—INTEREST ON Costs. 


This was an appeal from an order of Ridley, J., setting aside the dis- 
allowance by the master of an item of iaterest in a solicitor’s bill. The 
item in question was one of £35 10s., being interest on costs which had 
been ordered to be paid to the appellant in an action in the Queen’s 
Bench Division, and the question in the present case was whether 
this interest belonged to the appellant or his former solicitors, Messrs. 
Bentwich & Co. In the Queen’s Bench action £250 was ordered to be 
paid to the appellant to answer a certain portion of costs, and he 
also recovered £317 10s. taxed costs. The sum of £35 10s. represented 
interest on these two sums from the 17th of February, 1897, the date of the 
judgment, to the 30th of September, 1898. Messrs. Bentwich delivered 
their solicitor and clieut bill subsequently to the 30th of September, 
1898. They left out the items included in the taxed bill of costs in the 
Queen’s Bench action, and also deducted the £250 from their bill. They 
claimed also the £35 10s interest, but this item was disallowed by the 
master. Ridley, J., however, set aside the disallowance and referred the 
matter back to the master to review his taxation. On the appeal it was 
contended that it was always the practice for a solicitor to wait before 
delivering his bill of costs, and that a contract must be implied that he 
should have interest on his costs in the meantime. 

Tue Court (Lrxpiev, M.R., and Romer, L.J.) allowed the appeal. 

Lixpiex, M.R.—I say nothing about what is fair between solicitor and 
client, but as a matter of law it appears to me that the appellant is right. 
The appellant got judgment for a certain sum of money by way of costs, 
interest became payable on that sum, and it is said that that interest ought 
to be paid to his solicitor. Let us see now under what circumstances a 
solicitor is entitled to interest on his costs. There is here no express 
contract tbat the client shall pay the solicitor interest on an undelivered 
bill of costs. Another way in which a solicitor may entitle himself to 
costs is by availing himself of the statute 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, and giving 
notice in writing to bis client that he will claim interest on his delivered 
bill from the date of such demand till payment. But he has not doneso. 
Then we are asked to say that there is an implied contract that the solicitor 
shall have interest. But I can find no ground for implying any such 
contract, and on principle it appears to me that the master is right and 
that the learned judge bas made a mistake and ought to be overruled. _ 

Romer, L.J.—I agree. The contract which it is eaid is to be implied is 
not to be implied if the solicitor delivers his bill, but it is only to be 
implied in favour of the solicitor if he does not deliver his bill. I could 
understand under such circumstaaces a client objecting to « solicitor not 
delivering his bill in order to claim 4 per cent. interest on his costs. 
Again, how could such a contract be implied if the solicitor has in his 


‘ hands moneys of his client more than sufficient to repay bimself all that 


is due to him? The idea is a perfectly novel one. I think that the appeal 

ought to be allowed.—Counse1t, EZ. L. Thomas; Bray, Q.C., and Willes 

Chitty Soracrrons, Hind § Robinson ; Bentwich, Wilkin, Williams, § Gray. 
[Reported by J. I. Srinuixa, Barnster-at-Law. | 








7 
A Bohemian Concert has been arranged by the Solicitors’ Managing 
Clerks’ Association, to be held at the King’s Hall, Holbora Restaurant, 
on Wednesday, the 2th inst. 


Mr. Justice Mathew in charging the grand jury at the Worcc ster Assizes, 
last week, said he regretted that, especially in cases wh: re evidence was a 
little weak or doubtful, magistrates did not exercise the power to grant 
bail as 60 many judges advised. Such a course never interfered with the 
administration of justice. Men who were s9 liberated invariably turned 
up for trial. He impressed upon them that a man who was under com- 
mittal was worse off than a man under conviction. He was kept in 
solitary confinement and was allowed only one hour’s exercise per day. 


| If he was an illiterate man he had no means of alleviating his own misery. 
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| Leggett, W. A. Brockis-Warren, R. Blagden. Mr. Jolly replied, and the 
chairman summed up. The motion was lost by 2 votes. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


caciaal Nov. 21.—Chairman, Mr. F. H. Stevens.—The subject for debate : 
NS : ' a ject for debate was: 
TRANSFER OF ACTION ‘*That Her Majesty’s Government should follow the recommendation of 

OrpER or Court. tke Peace Conference in reference to the ‘dum-dum’ bullet.”” Mr. W. M. 


Thursday, the 16th day of November, 1899. Woodhouse opened in the affirmative; Mr. W. Balliol Scott opened in the 

I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great | negative. The following members also spoke : Messrs. Pleadwell, Cornock, 

Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto | J- R. Smith, P. E. Marshall, Archibaid Hair, W. E. Tyldesley Jones, 

shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. be - Harry Jones, Neville Tebbutt. Mr. Woodhouse having replied, the 
SCHEDULE motion was lost by two votes. 


Romer, J., now Byrne, J. (1898—L.—No. 2,436). 
In re The Leeds and Hanley Theatre of Varieties (Limited). The Consoli- | 
dated Exploration and Finance Co. (Limited) v. The Leeds and Hanley 


Theatre of Varieties (Limited). Hatszvry, OC. LEGAL NEWS 


ae Seiad ———s OBITUARY. 
Mr. F. C. J. Mrttar, Q.C., died on Saturday morning in last week. Mr. 
LAW SOCIETIES. Millar was culled to the bar in 1856, and was created a Queen’s Counsel in 
rio 1880, and was elected a bencher of his inn in 1881. He practised in the 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. Chancery Division, but for come time past had practically retired. 


Nov. 13.—Mr. W. 8. Sherrington in the chair.—Mr. J. R. Yates moved : Mr. Joun Arcutnatp Russet, Q.C., formerly Judge of the Manchester 
“That the decision of the Court of Appeal in Walter v. Lane was wrong ’’ | County Court, died on Saturday in his eighty-third year. He was the 
Mr. H. D. Woodcock opposed, and the debate was continued by Messrs. | third son of Mr. J. Russell, of Rutherglen, Lanarkshire, and was educated 
Boycott, Elliman, Davey, Williams, Kirby, Nesbitt, and Arnold. The | at the Glasgow University, of which he was honorary LL.B. He was 
motion was lost. called to the bar in 1841, and was made a Queen’s Counsel in 1868. From 

Nov. 19.—Mr. W. 8. Sherrington in the chair.—Mr. 8. L. Hubbard | 1865 to 1869 he was Recorder of Bolton, and in the latter year was 
moved: ‘* That the interest displayed in athletics and sport is excessive | appointed Judge of the Manchester and Salford County Court (Circuit 
and detrimental to the community.” Mr.J. W. Weigall opposed, and the | No. 8), which appointment he held until 1890. He was a member of the 
debate was continued by Messrs. J. B. Matthews, R. OC. Nesbitt, P. | Council of Legal Education and of the Council of Law Reporting, and for 
Tippetts, C. H. Hicks, aud J. F. W. Galbraith; Mr. Hubbard replied. | Some time was Professor of English Law at University College, London. 
Tie motion was lost, From 1864 to 1869 he held the office of Solicitor-General of the Count 

Palatine of Durbam. He was, we believe, greatly esteemed and seapeetelh, 
and was ‘most efficient in all his varied capacities. Mr. Charles Alfred 
Russell, Q.C., is his son. 











rT eT 7 ’ 
LAW STUDENTS JOURNAL. We regret to announce the death of Mr. Ronexr Sawyer, barrister, on 
CALLS TO THE BAR. | the 15th inst. Mr. Sawyer was educated at Merton College, Oxford; was 
; } LS 20 | called to the bar in 1848, and obtained a good practice on the Oxford 
The following gentlemen were on Wednesday called to the bar: Circuit, on which he was for some years a revising barrister. He was, 


LincoLn’s-1NN.— William Morris Carter (Certificate of H«nour, C.L.E. | however, pervaded with a passionate desire to help his fellow-men whom 
Hilary, 1899), B.N.C., Oxford; A‘bert William Gruner, Lincoln Coll., | he saw ruined by drink, and some years ago he retired from practice to 
Oxford, B.A. ; Emest Charles Olay, New Coll., Oxford, B.A.; Robert | devote himself to the work of advocacy of temperance. He became vice- 
William Wright Henderson, Balliol Coll., Oxford ; Arnold Spence, Trinity | chairman of the Church of England Temperance Society and by practical 
Co}l , Oxford, B.A.; Mohammad Abdu lah Sbah; Lucius Widdrington | and sensible efforts did much in the cause of temperance. His memory 
By me, Trinity Coll., Cambridge, B.A.; Arthur Fairfax Carles Coryndon | will long be cherished. 
Luxmoore, Jesus Coll., Cembridge; Ernest Hanéel ——— Meroe 
Pembroke Coll., Cambridge; William John Henry Brodrick, C.C.C., —_— 
Oxford, B.A.; Arthur Edward Blake, University Coll., Oxford, B.A. ; APPOINTMENTS. 

Sam Sidley Kay, Magdalene Coll., Cambridge; Joshua Arthur Nunn, Mr. Justice Kexewicn has been elected Dean of the Chapel at Lincoln’s- 
F.R.O.V.8., F.R.G.8., 0.1.E., D.S.O., a major in her Majesty’s Army | inn in succession to Sir William Marriott. 
Veterinary Department ; Ivan Chén, of the Prefecture of Su-chau, China. c . . 4 . ’ yee 

]NNER ote compar ymour Coghill Hort Bushe, B.A., Dublin ; Arnold ne eae Sees Sana M. P., Her Majesty's Attorney-General, 


Eardley Hurry, Oxford; Ernald Roger Warre, B.A., Oxford; Ewen wt ” = 
Re poner Logan, M.A., Oxford; Fr devick John De Saram, B.A., Oxford ; Sir Rosert Rerp, Q.0., M.P., has had the honour of the Grand Cross 
Henry Rickaids Bramley, B.A., Oxford ; March Vaughan, B.A., Oxford ; of the Order of St. Michael and St. George bestowed upon him. 
Herbert Jenner Fust, II1., B.A., Cambridge ; Arthur Maxwell Labouchere, Mr. Ronson, Q.C., M.P., the Hon. Atrrep Lyrretron, M.P., and Mr. 
B.A, Oxford; Anthony Ambrose Sanderson, B.A., Oxford; Frederic | E.pon Banxss have been elected Benchers of the Honourable Society of 
Graham; Frederick Charles Horace Conway Sinclair; Charles Rufus | the Inner Temple, in succession to the late Mr. Price, Q.C., the late Mr. 
Marsball Workman, B.A., Oxford; James FitzGerald Murphy, Dublin; | Ledgard, Q.C., and the late Mr. William Graham. 
and Courtenay Carew Robinson. A Cubans 
Mippte Tempie.—Mirza Mohammad Zoolcadur Beg, B.A., Cambridge ; | : Se a nad a 
George Alfred Layton, BA., Pembrcke Coll,, Oxford (honours in Juris- | CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
pendence) ; Arthur Hepburn Walsh, Lieutenant R.N., retired, —— DissoLUTION. 
Kings-inn; Michael Joseph Doherty; Lynden Livingston Macassey, . : ' ieai 3. Cac — ma 
candidate, BA, LL.B, Trinity Coll., Dublin ; John Hall, jun.; Erasmus | _ Comes Renee Se Se ee 
Darwin Parker, late Captain Ist Manchester Regiment ; Robert Malcolm Mon to et wd Fordham, who retires as from the lst day of September 
Booth ; and Alexander Martin Sullivan, of the Irish bar. — ‘ (Gazette, Nov. 17. 
Gray’s-1nn.—Trimbakrai Jadavrai Desai, of the Timbdi State, _ ’ . 
Kathiawar, Bombay; Alfred Julius Robertson, of Madras; Hemanta ia as 
Kumar Basu, as. Cond, LL B., of Bengal; and Mebar Chand Pebra, INFORMATION WANTED. 
of Gurdaspur, Punjab. Joux James Ricnarpson (deceased), commonly known as John 
Richardson.—Any person holding any Will or Testamentary Document of 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES the above, who died at 22, Chadwell-street, St. John-street-road, 
sieht “ei ‘ #3 Clerkenwell, on the 10th of October, 1899, is requested to communicate 
BiraincuamM Law Srupents’ Sociery.—Nov. 14.—Mr. W. H. King | with Messrs. Morley, Shirreff, & Co., 53, Gresham House, E.C. 
presided.—The subject under discussion was the following: ‘‘ The Fair 
View Residential Hotel is a fully licensed house and receives residents on GENERAL 
boarding terms, In the entrance hall of the hotel is exhibited a copy of ose Be sa 
section 1 of the Innkeepers Act, 1863. Has the owner, having room in his; At the Hertford Assizes, on Friday, Mr. Justice Wills, says the Times, 
hotel, the right to refuse to receive a respectable traveller who is willing | had occasion to complain of the heat of the court, and desired all the 
to pay his charges for one night’s board and lodging?” The speakers in | windows to be opened. He was an “open-air’’ judge, and he did not— 
favour of the affirmative were Meesrs. G. O. Pearson, H. M. Foster, J. W. | like a certain other judge who had frequently come this circult—enjoy an 
Hallam, H. Eaden, F. Yardley, and S. J. Gateley, and in favour of the atmosphere composed of foul air and heat, but liked plenty of pure fresh 
negative were Messrs. W. Somers, L. Bartlett, J. Gray, E. D. Johnson, | air. 
F. P. Wyldes, A. L. Anderson, T. F. Duggan, and 8. P. Eaden. The) , yonday, says the Globe, when Mr. Justice Bucknill pronounced the 
motion was decided in the negative by 17 votes to 4. | capital sentence for the first time in his judicial career on a woman con- 
Law Srupenrs’ Denatine Socrery.—Nov. 14.—Chairman, Mr. J. D. A. | victed of an illegal operation, the judge, whose voice was very shaky from 
Johneon.—The subject for debate was: ‘That the case of Underwood | the first words of the sentence, entirely broke down at the end, and burst 
§ Son v. Barker (1899, 1 Oh., p. 300) was wrongly decided.” Mr. | into tears. The scene, especially after the pathetic appeal for mercy for 
W. A. Jolly opened in the affirmative; Mr. Anthony cconded in the} the sake of her children, was almost without parallel in the annals of 
affirmative. Mr. Powers opencd in the negative. ‘The following members | trials. Even the leading counsel were obliged to use little subterfuges to 
also spoke: Messrs. Percy Hart, Pleadwell, R. A. Gordon, F. J. A.! hide their emotion. 
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Sir Algernon West, in his Recollections just issued, tells the following 
stories of Lord Westbury. One of them is rather an old ‘‘ chestnut ”’ : 
‘* On his becoming Solicitor-General in Lord Palmerston’s Government, he 
was called upon by the committee of the Conservative Club to resign his 
membership. Before obeying, he presented himself and addressed 
them. He had a small and, if I may use the expression, a mincing 
or finicking voice. Someone at the end of the room called out: ‘ Speak 
up!’ ‘I should have thought,’ he said, ‘that the ears of anyone 
in this committee were long enough to have heard me.’ A deputation came 
to see him as Attorney-General, and, having heard his advice, their 
spokesman said they would like to retire to make up their minds. He 
replied: ‘ Certainly, retire from this room, and when you have made up 
what you are pleased to call your minds you will return, but you will not 
find me here.” When the horses in his carriage bolted, he shouted to his 
coachman: ‘ Drive into something ckeap,’”’ 

Wednesday last being the Grand Day of Michaelmas Term, the 
treasurer (Mr. S. C. Macaskie) and the masters of the bench of Gray’s-inn 
entertained at dinner the following guests—viz.: The Right Hon. 
Lord Russell of Killowen, G.C.M.G., the Right Hon. Sir John Gorst, 
Q.C., M.P., the Right Hon. Lord Justice Collins, the Right Hon. Lord 
Justice Romer, the Hon. Mr. Justice Barnes, Sir William Anson, Bart., 
M.P., Sir Reginald Hanson, Bart., M.P., Sir George Parker, the treasurer 
of the Hon. Society of the Middle Temple (Mr. Ambrose, Q.C.), Mr. E. 
Tindal Atkinson, Q.C., Mr. Joseph Walton, Q.C., Mr. Henry Terrell, Q C., 
Professor Goudy, D.C.L. (All Soul’s College, Oxford), and Mr. G. Boydell 
Houghton. The masters of the bench present, in addition to the treasurer, 
were: Lord Shand, Sir Arthur Collins, Q.C., Mr. Hugh Shield, Q.C., Mr, 
James Sheil, His Honour Judge Paterson, Mr. Mulligan, Q.C., Mr. Mattin- 
son, Q.C., Mr. Montague Lush, Mr. Dicey, C.B., Mr. Terrell, Q.C., Mr. 
Barnard, Mr. Richards, Q.C., M.P., and Sir Julian Salomons, Q.C , with 
the preacher, the Rev. J. H. Lupton, D.D. 

Her Majesty’s judges, says the St. James’s Gazette, are considerably 
interested in the war news, and, like mauy other people, have near rela- 
tions in the Transvaal actively engaged. The Master of the Rolls has his 
nephew, Major Lindley, with the Ist Army Corps at the Cape. Colonel 
Kekewich, commander of the Kimberley garrison, is a nephew of the third 
senior judge of the Chancery Division. Captain Romer, who hasalso been 
mentioned in despatches from the front, is a son of Lord Just'ca Romer. 
With regard to Captain Romer, a correspondent of the same paper writes : 
** After leaving Eton he read with me for the Sandhurst Entrance Examina- 
tion. During his preparation he fell ill of typhoid fever, contracted, it 
was believed, at Paris on his way home from a short visit to the south of 
Frauce. Had it not been for that very severe a'tack, he would un- 
doubtedly have topped the Sandhurst Litt. Even as it was, though 
barely convalescent, he was thirteenth (if I remember rightly), and beat 
all previous Woolwich and Sandhurst records in English history. The 
meagre account of the brilliant little iron-clad train performance near 
Colenso is sufficient evidence of the mingled caution and daring so 
characteristic of Cecil Romer.’’ 

At the Lewes Assizes on Wednesday, says the Zimes, before Mr. Justice 
Wills, Louis Cohen was indicted for having set fire to a stack of hay. 
The case for the prosecution was that the prisoner who was visiting 
Brighton had deliberately set fire to the stack atthree o’clock in the afternoon, 
and had then run away, as soon as he saw that he was being observed. 
When arrested the prisoner was stated to have made a number of con- 
flicting statements. Mr. Grantham, forthe prosecution, proposed to put in 
the deposition of one of the witnesses who had been examined before the 
justices, and called a policeman who stated that he had seen the witness 
in hospital that morning suffering from blood poisoning. Mr. Justice 
Wills said that this was a very loose way of proving evidence in a criminal 
case. He should follow the ruling of Mr. Justice Byles in Reg. 
v. Welton (9 Cox, 296). The headnote of that case was as follows: 
‘* Where the only evidence that the person whose deposition it is proposed 
to put in on the ground that he was so ill as to be unable to 
travel was that of a policeman who had seen him in bed that morning, Mr. 
Justice Byles rejected the evidence and ruled that to make the deposition 
admissible in evidence there must be the evidence of a medical man.’’ The 
learned judge added that to prevent any possible miscarriage of justice he 
would, if necessary, adjourn the trial so as to enable the doctor from the 
hospital to be sent for. Mr. Grantham said that he might as well take his 
lordship’s ruling as to another of his witnesses, who, being an Army Reserve 
man, had been sent out to South Africa, He proposed to put in evidence this 
witness’s deposition, as under the Army Act the deposition of a man 
serving abroad with the colours might be so used. He was unable for the 
moment to refer his lordship to the section. Mr. Justice Wills: Oh, no. 
This witness certainly seems neither to be ‘‘ill’’ nor “ unable to travel ”’ ; 
quite the reverze, in fact, if he is on his way to the Transvaal. The trial 
was adjourned for an hour, and eventually the doctor rode over on his 
bicycle from Brighton, and the deposition of the witness who was ill was 
read. The jury eventually acquitted the prisoner. 


For Turoat Inniration anp Covcu.—‘‘ Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes”’ 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 73d. and 1s. 14d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homco- 
pathic Chemists.—[Apvr. ] 

WaknineG To rnTENDING House Purcuasers AND Lessees.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
oo mg | Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. ‘ee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘Sanitation.’’—{Apvr.] 

















COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Registrars in ATTENDANCE ON 


Date Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. Norra. Sriauine. 
Monday, Nov. ..........+....27. Mr. Farmer Mr. Pugh Mr. Godfrey 
a 28 King Beal Leach 
200009 Farmer Pugh Godfrey 
80 King Beal Leach 
1 Farmer Pugh Godfrey 
2 King Beal Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
KEKEWICH. Byrnes. Cozens-Harpy. 
Monday, Nov. .es..sseseeee- 27 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Church Mr. Lavie 
Tuesday 28 Jackson Greswell Carrington 
Pemberton Church Lavie 
Jackson Greswell Yarrington 
Pemberton Church Lavie 
Jackson Greswell Carrington 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Nov. 28.—Mr. Atrrep Ricwarps, at the Mart, at 2:—A block of Freehold Buildiag 
Land. with frontage of nearly 500 feet to the main road at Enfield-highway. 
a Messrs. Dixon, Weld, & Dixons, London (See advertisement, this 
week, p. . i 

Nov. 30.—Mr. Davin J. Cuarrett, at the Mart, at 2:—Freeholi Ground-rents, Wimble- 
don, amounting to £156 per annum, arising from block of Twenty-four Terrace 
Houses, occupied in many cases by the lessees, the rack-rentals averaging nearly six 
times the ground-rents; reversions in 90 years. Freehold Ground-rents, amounting 
to £180 per annum, facing an old parish road at Hounslow, a few yards from the 
station, close to the High-street, and less than niae miles from Hyde Park-corner 
Solicitors, Messrs. Robins, Hay, Waters. & Hay, London.—Terrace House, over- 
looking Clapton-common; rent value £80 per annum. Chislehurst, Lower Camden, 
within five minutes’ walk of the railway station, and close to Christ Church post- 
am, _) Solicitor, James E. Mason, Esq., London. (See advertisements, 

ov. 4, p. 24. 

Nov. 30.—Mesars. C. C. & T. Moors, at the Mart, at 2:—Plaistow: Freehold Dwelling- 
houses —Whitechapel: Leasehold Premises.—Kentish Town: Freehold dround-rent 
of £7 per annum —Canning Town. E ; Gight long Leasehold Dwelling-houses — 
Commercial-road: Freehold Shop Property; let at £50 and £70.—Canning Town: 
Freehold Dwelling-houses.—Whitechapel: Houses, Yard, and Stable. (See adver- 
tisements, this week, p. .) 

Nov. 30.—Messrs. J. A. & W. Tuanrr, at the Mart, at 2:—Spacious Business Premises, 
No. 21, Hounsditch ; also five-floor Warehouse at rear; let and producing £340 per 
annum ; held for 67 years at £118 15s. 5d. Solicitors, Messrs. Stone, Simpson, & Soa, 
Tunbridge Wells.—Freehold Ground-rents of £66 10s. per annum, secured upon 
nineteen Houses at Iiford; annual value, £400; let for 98 years. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Anning & Co., London.—£10 per annum, s upon two Houses at Stamford-hill ; 
annual value, £80; let for 75 years. £15 per annum, secured upon three Houses at 
East Dulwich ; annual value, £-0; let for 73 years. Leasehold Ground-rent of £5 per 
annum, secured upon Houses in Canning Town; held for 66 years, and let for £12; 
rack-rentals, £40. Solicitors, Messrs. Hepworth & Co., London, (See advertise- 
ments, this week, p._ .) 

Dec. 1.—Me:srs. Ertis & Sox, at the Mart, at 2, in Four Lots, a Commod'ous Residence, 
No. 3, Bessborough-gardens, Pimlico; let at £70. Two net improved Ground-rents, 
each of £7 10s., arising out of Shop Premises in Pimlico.. Corner Shop Property, 
Ponsonby-terrace, Westminster ; let at £58. Solicitors, Messrs. Hopgoods & Dowson, 
London. (See advertisement, this week, p, 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loairep us Caancery. 


Aprort’s ConsoLipaTeD Reers, Limiren—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 18, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred 
Richard Hanson, Broad st avenue. Chave & Chave, Broad st avenue, solors to liquidator 

Barry Prorpeaty Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Friday, Nov 24, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Jenkins, Cambrian chmbrs, Westgate st, Cardiff 

Baitisu Sreaw Praitixa Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 39, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Bernardo 
Thomas Crewe, 12, Wood st, Cheapside. Neve & Beck, 21, Lime st, solors to liquidator 

Burrerwortu & Co, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before Thursday, Nov 30, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Banks 
& Maddock, 8, York st, Heywood, solors for liquidators 

Curr Hovse Saw Mitts Co, Limirep—Crediturs are require], on or before Nov 30, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Messrs. T. J. Watkins and G. E. Barnes, Albert terr, West Hartlepool. Harrison & 
Barber, solors to liquidators 

Cynon (ABERDARE) TinpLate Co, Liuitep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Williams, Cynon Tinplate Works, Aberdare James, Swansea, solor to liquidator 

Fairview Hai Co, Limirzp—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 13, directed to be 
heard on Nov 29. Ranger & Co, 17, Fenchurch st, solors for petner. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Nov 28 

InTERNATIONAL Union Bank Synpicate, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 26, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Francis Stobbs, 39, Old Broad st 

Mancuester Water Meter Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 1, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts gr claime, to Francis 
E. M, Beardsall, 63, Brown st, Manchester 

Narvrocrarnu Synpicate, Liuirep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 26, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Francis 
Stobbs, 39, Old Broad st 

Soro Cycoie anv Cycie Firtineas Co, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before Dec 7, 
to their names and addresses, and the particulars of the debts or claims, to Mr. 
ceases Sacgunenn, 95, Colmore row, Birmingham, Mogford, Birmingham, solor to 

qu 

« Seasvea ” Sreamsuip Co, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before Jan 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry Arthur 
Fletcher, a chmbrs, Brazennose st, r. Peacock & Jaques, Manchester, 
solors to liquidators 


q' 
W. & J. Rosixson & Co, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before Dec 23, to send 
names and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alexander 
Bicket and Richard Thomas Rowbotham, 103, Miller’s bdge, Bootle. Weightman & 
Co, solors to liquidators 
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FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Eart Sonam S1ox anp AccrpEenTAL Society, Schoolroom, Earl Soham, Framlingham, 
Suffolk. March 14 

Percy Lopce Nationat Unirep Orpen or Free Garpeners Society, Percy Arms inn, 
Walbottle, Northumberland, Nov 10 

Weicome Guest Loner Loyat Orper or Ancient SHepHerps, Railway inn, Kirkhall 
lane, Leigh, Lancaster. Nov 4 

London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 
JOINT STOCK COMPA CWIES. 
LimITep in CHANOERY- 
A.sert Kixc, Loutrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 20, to send their names 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry Thorne Godwin, 5, 

Adam st, Strand 

A.rrep Homer, Luntep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 5, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr Elkanah 
Mackintosh 8 , 120, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Burrett Sons & 0, Lnourep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 6, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr John Wiliam 
Best, 20, Bank st, Sheffield. Rodgers & Co, Sheffield, solors to Paw 5 rma 

CanapIAN STEAmsuip Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 17, directed to be 
heard on Nov 29. McKenna & Co, 17 & 18, Basinghall st, solors for petners. Notice of 
appeariog must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
Nov 28 

DiamoyD Tac Syspicate, Lunreo—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 16, directed to 
be heard on Nov 29. Keddey & Co, 9, Fenchurch st, Notice of appearing must 
the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 28 

LypGaTE WooLLten Manvracturine Co, Limrrep—Creditors are uired, on or before 
Dec 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to James William Smith, 30, Thomas st, Lees, nr Ol Lawton, Mossley, solor for 
liquidator 

Wa.uscrorp Gas Licur ayp Coxe Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 1, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. 
John Carthew, Wallingford. Hedges & Marshall, solors to liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 

Buirish Workman Sick AnD Buriat Frienpiy Society, Blue Anchor Inn, Swanscombe, 

Greenhithe, Kent, Noy 10 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cuarm. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov 7 

Avsueav, Epwix Lea, Manchester, Fancy Goods cor Nov 30 Batty & Co, 

Manchester 
Avsver, Francis Freprrick, Highgate Dec7 Innes, Birmingham 
Beit, Kenynetu Jonny, Bursiem, Stafford Nov 30 Llewellyn & Ackrill, Tunstall 
Buacksurn, Witx1AM, Blackburn Nov 23 Rennison, Blackburn 
BLascKkLey, Horatio Cuaries Netson, HeatonChapel, Lancaster Novi18 Farrar & Co, 

Manchester 
Boornroyp, WiLL1AM, Headingley, Leeds, Yarn Manufacturer Dec9 Harrison, Leeds 


Bressk, Gzorce Joun Exprep, Norfolk, Baker Nov 25 Rackham & Sayer, Norwich 
Breruerton, Estuer, Blackburn Dec 19 W & J Cooper, Preston 

Bucx.ey, Marsuauy, Ardwick, Manchester Jan 28 Hewitt & Son, Manchester 

Ca.Low, Exizasetu, Upper Holloway Dec15 Yarde & Loader, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s 


inn 

Campion, Wiit1am, Chippenham, Wilts Dec7 Campion, Upper Walthamstow rd 

CantILLion, Epwarp Jouny, Gloucester, Shoemaker Dec 20 Langley-Smith, Gloucester 

mags Grorex, Macclesfield, Brewer’s Traveller Dec1l Longland, Warrington 

Cox, Witiiam, New Barnet, Herts Dec 31 Boyes & Son, Barnet 

Dz: anus, Re SauverMPownat, Wigan, Yeast Merchant Dec9 Wright & Appleton, King 
8 an 

Eacue, oa Standlake, Farmer Dec 7 Haines, Faringdon 

Evens, CuarvEs Gzorcs, Wandsworth rd Decl Jerome & Co, Walbrook 

Fosver, Witt1am Orme, Apley Park, nr Bridgnorth, Salop Dec 15 Tucker & Co, Serle 
st, Lincoln’s inn 

Foster. WittiaAm Roserr, Horley, Surrey, Rubber Manufacturer Jan 1 Potter & Co, 
King st, a 

Garpyer, James, Lewisham, Wine Agent Dec18 Lowndes, George st, Mansion House 

Hae, Janerre, Wootton Bassett, Wilts Dec10 Langley-Smith, Gloucester 

Janvis, James, Charterhouse st Dec6 Keeping & Gloag, Lombard st 

Ke.ietr, Epwarp Youna, Southsea Dec6 Robinson, Southsea 

Kiaron, LzonorA Jane, Newcastle upon Tyne DecS Clark, Newcastle on Tyne 

Lewis, Witi1aM, Merthyr Tydfil, Greengrocer Dec 21 Linton & Co, Aberdare 

Martrnews, WitutAm, Delahay st, Surveyor Dec19 Calcott, Leighton Bussard, Beds 


Mitten, CLara Constance, Sidmouth, Devon Dec15 J & 8 P Pope, Exeter 

Nicho__, CHARRINGTON, jun, Colchester Novy 30 Jones & Son, Colchester 

Onan, Wit.iamM, Fulshaw, Wilmslow Dec6é Aston & Co, Manchester 

Prearroiyt, ALyrep Henny, Craven st, Strand, Solicitor Jan6 Lock, Craven st, Strand 
Prrers, Saran, Liverpool Decl Newman & Kent, Liverpool 

Picov, Rey Henry Crarence, Bournemouth Dec9 Coulthurst & Co, New inn 
QuAneLL, Samugt, Shortlands, Kent Dec 13 Janson & Co, Finsbury circus 

Revit, ALice, Sheffield Dec 15 Webster & Styring, Sheffield 

Reyno.ps, Witu1Am Grorae, Bristol Dec 16 Tarr & Arkell, Bristul 


Ruvae, Hesrer, Gloucester Dec15 Little & Mills, Stroud 
Sneanp, Sanan Any, Batley, York Dec 10 Scholefield & Co, Batley 
Suerranp, Briverr, Southampton Dec 30 Hallett & Msrtin, Southampton 
Susrrarp, James WAtrer, Southampton Dec 30 Hallett & Martin, Southampton 
Suirrox, Henry, Liverpool Dec 30 Wright & Co, Liverpool 
Suirn, Joun Mecror, Cheadle Hulme, Chester, Wholesale Provision Merchant Nov 30 
. Batty & Co, Manchester 
Spearman, Maticpa, Ipswich Dec? Birkett & Ridley, Ipwich 
Tuomvson, Tuomas, Thorn‘am, Norfolk, Yeoman Dec2 Ward, King’s Lynn 
WEtcu, Asrut n, Reading, Barrister Dec 19 Sarjeant & Gosling, Reading 
Wison, Joun, Manchester Dec13 Leigh, Manchester 
London Gazette,—Fripay, Nov. 10. 
Baxrenr, Frepenick, Woolton, nr Liverpool Dec 8 ’Ducker & Molesworth, Manchester 
Brnxuow, Henry, Hayerstock hill Dee 16 Asprey, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Binkerr, Even, Allithwaite, Lancs Dec16 Taylor, Barrow in Furness 
Bowen, Micuant, Dewsbury Decl Scholefield & Son, Dewsbury 
Bui, Many, Broughton, Oxford Decl6 Stockton & Sons, Banbury 
Cuaccis, Tuomas, Braintree, Essex, Farmer Jan3 Smoothy, Braintree, Essex 
Cuvsen, Henry Francis, Southgate, Herts Dec 16 Stevens, Tower chmbrs, Moorgate 
Doveas, Srewant, Alverstoke, Hants Noy 30 Phillips &{Co, Nicholas In 





Ducxuam, Maria, Tiverton Dec? Herron, Liverpool 
Sues, Casenas Renae Lzicu, Surbiton, Surrey Dec 27 Harwood & Stephenson, 
im 


Shewgeres, paanes E.uorr Visicomsr, King Henry’s rd, Primrose Hill Dec 16 
ondon w: 

Fisuer, Axx, Dudley, Jeweller Nov 27 Hooper & Fairbairn, Dudley 

Fryer, Grorce Henry, Bowdon, Chester, Tea Meichant Dec 21 Addleshaw & Co, 


anchester 
Grimety, Ricnarp, Summertown, Oxford Nov 30 Bliss & Fisher, Banbury 


Guyy, Marcus, Cardiff, Ship Owner Dec 20 Williams, Cardiff 

Hess, Wit114m, Ross, Hereford, Solicitor Dec19 Chance & Co, Hereford 

Heywoaru, Jouy, Cheltenham Dec11 Heath & Eckersall, Cheltenham 

Hovexiys, Henry, Cheltenham Dec 23 Griffiths & Co, Cheltenham 

Hopxixson, Joun, F RB 8, Victoria st Dec 20 Waterhouse & Co, New court, Lincoln’s inn 
Horxiysox, Tuomas, Nottingham, Builder Dec8 Bescoby & Williamson, Retford 
Howes, Rey Georce Piumprnre, Halling, Kent Dec4 Hayward & Smith, Rochester 
Hurcuinsoy, Isaac, Braystones, Cumberland Dec10 James, Blackpool 

Jomap, i Wee, 5 Bishops Waltham, Hants, GCB & MD Dec 21 Field & Co, 


s inn 
Jones, MARGARET, Bath Dec 14 Brown & Dobie, Chester 


Know es, James, Ghyll, nr Kendal Dec15 Thompson, Kendal 

Lamsvry, Satey, Winslow, Bucks Nov 25 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 

Lewis, Tergsa, Cadegan pl Dec9 Freshfields & Williams, Old Jewry 

MacLeop, Resrcca Louisa, 8t John’s Wood Dec 20 Upton & Co, Austin Friars 

Muze, Toenss, Tividale, Stafford, Licensed Victualler Nov 27 Hooper & Fairbairn 
us 


ey 
Moss, Exizasers, Stoke upon Trent Decit Knight & Sons, Newcastle, Staffs 
ae Wiuiam, Newark upon Trent Jan 1 Hodgkinson & Beevor, Newark upon 
it 


Pace, a Tuomas, Amhurst park, Stamford Hill Dec 29 Heiron, Eastcheap 

Pavitt, Mary Jang, Crewkerne Dec5 Powning, Salisbury 

Penyy, Mrs Ayyx, Camberwell Dec 20 King & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Priszam, James Lanoiey, Wilmington, Delaware,U 8 A Decll Hewett & Urquhart, 
Leadenhall st 


Pircuer, James, Peckham Dec1l Morse & Co, Walbrook 

Powis, Davip, Worcester, Rivet Manufacturer Nov 22 Weekes & Co, Birmingham 

Puytsr, Curistorner, Llantwit Major,Glam Dec15 Miles, Cowbridge 

SaLrer, Evizasetu, Mark, Somerset Dec 30 Brice, Burnham 

Surru, Ropert Gissox, Newport, lof W Dec16 Bailey, jun, Newport 

Srevexson, Grorcr, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Butcher Dec 31 Chapman & Co, 
Manchester. ’ 

Tovtmix, Aveustus, Hounslow Dec12 Eastwood & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Uswis, Lavra, Sawbridgeworth, Herts DecS Ashley & Co, Telegraph st 

WaeEELvoy, Cuartotre, Great Russell st, Bloomsbury Dec 31 mes Trini‘y sq, 
Southwark 

Wurre.ey, Groner, Dewsbury Dec 6 Simpson, Dewsbury 

Wixp, Joun, Ruddington, Nottingham, Slater Dec 12 Bright, Nottingham 

Woot.am, Mary, Tattenhall, Chester Dec14 Brown & Dobie, Chester 

Wy ie, Axne Witsos, Weston super Mare Dec 15 Miller & Co, Savile row 

London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 14. 

Arxriysox-Growsnaw, Rev Ricuarp, Bath Dec 22 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 

Barrett, Freperick, Plympton rd, Brondesbury Dec 31 Metcalfe, Chancery In 

Barrurorr, Roserr Sarre Wuyarer, Hertford st, Mayfair Dec 20 Holt & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Bow tery, ase, Shepshed, Leicester, Wheelwright Dec 30 Moss & Taylor, Lough- 

oro' 

Bussy, Exiza, Islington Nov24 Beningfield, Copthall av 

Daniry, Exiza, Edgware rd Dec27 Morgan & Upjohn, Holborn visduct 

Davies, Exuiza, Beggard, Hereford Dec9 Masefield, Ledbury 

DorxinG, Freperick Bernarp, Chelsea Declé Batten & Co, Gt George st 

Foy, Herey Exizanera, Tunbridge Wells Dec1é Bolton & Co, Temple gdns 

Gore, ExvizA Teresa, Southampton Dec17 Paris & Co, Southampton 

Harris, Hannan, Bayswater Dec 15 Hartcup & Co, Arundel st 

Harris, Henry, Albemarle st Dec 15 Hartcup & Co, Arundel st 

Hosss, Micuaet, Winford, Somerset, Yeoman Deci2 Perham & Son, Bristol 

How, Bey auiy, Broughton, Huntingdon, Farmer Nov 25 Maule & Sons, Huatingdon 

Jackman, Jonny, Long Acre, Saddlers’ Ironmonger Dec9 Fishers, Essex st, Strand 

Jeanes, Susan Any, St Philip’s Marsh, Bristol Dec 22 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 

Jerrentes, Emma, Kingswood, nr Bristol Dec 15 Wood, Wrington 

Lanp, Joun, Kippax, York, Farmer Dec 23 Middleton & Sons, Leeds 

Loye.anp, Jonn Hewny, Little Farl st, Seven Dials, Milk Salesman Dec 8 Booty & 


——s Ray mond bidgs, Gray’s inn 
Loyyp, W1..1am, Blackburn, Engineer Dec 16 Needham, Blackbura 


Mackuiy, Wii114m, Clerkenwell Nov 25 Pheasant, Duke st, Adelphi 

Macrak, Fixtay ALExanper, New Broad st, Accountant Dec 24 Millington & Drew, 
Great Winchester st 

Marerert, Henry Groner, Cheltenham Decl4 Heath & Eckersall, Cheltenham 

Marnews, Jonny Wiu1am, Shrewsbury, Salop Dec16 Batten & Co, Great George st 

May, Henry Simpson, Kennington Park rd Dec 6 Kimber & Co, Watling st 

Me.uina, Avice, Manchestr Dec 2 Widdows, Manchester 

Morean, Cuartes James, Hove, nr Brighton Dec29 Taylor & Co, Field ct, Gray’s inn 

Nurse, Mrs Rosa Jutiasna Harnigt, Cheltenham Dec 25 Drew, Cheltenham 

Peacock, Ricuarp, Spalding, Lincoln Nov 30 Harvey, Spalding 

Piowmay, Henzy, Landport, Hants Dec16 Fowler & Co, Clement’s In 

Rag, James, Scarborough Dec 23 Royle, Scarborough 

Ramsuay, Tuomas, Heads Nook, Cumberland Dec 30 Carrick, Stokesley 

Renpie, Hanger Waker, Balham Dec1l3 Broughton & (0, Gt Marlborough st 

Rosz, Dotrorp James, Clapham Dec 25 Dixon & Hunt, Gray’s inn sq 

Satmoyn, Tuomas, Kettering, Engineer Dec15 Lane, Kettering 

Swirn, Mary Jans, Highgate Dec 22 Parkinson & Co, Manchester 

Spence, Wii.14m, North Shields, Grocer Dec 23 Dickinson & Co, North Shields 

Sway, Bexy amy, Liverpool, Potato Salesman Dec15 Also) & Co, Liverpool 

Swirt, Dean Witu1Am Tuomas, Spalding, Lincoln, Farmer Noy 30 Harvey, Spalding 

Tuomas, Evay, Cardiff, Blacksmith, Dec 14 Merrils & Ede, Cardiff 

Youne, Exiza Any, Portsea, Hants, Grocer Decl4 Blake & Co, Portsmouth 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 
London Gazette.—Fnripay, Nov. 17 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ausriysox, C F, Red Lion st, Clerkenwell rd High Court 
Pet Oct 3 Ord Noy 14 He 

Arxixsoy, Mary, Bury, Lanes, Milliner Bolton Pet Nov 
13 Ord Nov 13 

Barnes, Cuartes Nottorn Coorrr, Great Yarmouth, 

Butcher Great Yarmouth Pet Nov138 Ord Novy 13 

Bentriey, Epwiy, Shrewsbury Shrewsbury Pet Nov 13 
Ord Nov 13 

Brappock, Cuarves, Stretford, Lancs, Contractor Salford 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 13 

Casrerton, Freperic Wit1iAm, Loughborough, Grocer 
Leicester Pet Novi4 Ord Nov 14 We 

Cuanpurr, Epcar, Heavitree, Devon, Commission Agent 
Exeter Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 k 

Cuarrerroy, SzTu Eaton, Southend on Sea, Builder 

Jhelmsford Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 13 

Cuarke, Henry, Manselton, Swansea, Boot Maker 
Swansea PetNovi15 Ord Nov 15 f 

CoorEr, RorHwE.LL Howarp, Liverpool, Clerk High Court 
Pet Sept 5 Ord Nov 14 

Crane, 1LL1AM, Smethwick, a, Baker West 
Bromwich Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov1 

Crump, Revsexn Beysamry, Devonport, Builder Plymouth 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 : 

Derrox, AgTHuR Wii114Mm, Rothwell, Northampton, Hair- 
dresser Northampton Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

Drew, WILuiAM — Cinderford,Glos Gloucester Pet 
Novi Ord Noy 13 

Exmenrson, GEORGE, Bishop Auckland, "cee Auctioneer 
Durham Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 1 

Evans, Joux Henry, Coleford, nr Lodney, Glos, Grocer 
Newport, Mon Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 a 

Evans, Witu1am, Pentraeth, Anglesey, Farm Bailiff 
Bangor Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

Gare, Rosert Hewry, ee York, Clerk Dewsbury 
Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 

Grapy, Epwarp, Bolton, Fruiterer Bolton Pet Nov 14 
Ord Nov 14 

Hatert, Bg Soom Victoria st High Court Pet 
April 24 Ord Aug 11 

Haxrcneave, Ricuarp, Kingston upon Hull, Tobacco 
Manufacturer Kingston upon Hi Pet Nov 11 Ord 


Nov 13 

Hovsoy, Jouy, Shirley, Soman. Job Master South- 
ampton Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 1 ( 

Ho toway, Jonas, Cardiff, te A Traveller Cardiff 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov i4 . 

Hott, Emma Janz, Nottingham, Cotton Agent Notting- 
ham Pet Nov 14 Ord Novy 14 

Hype, Frank Lesuiz, Gt Alne, Warwicks, Clerk Warwick 
Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

Kemp, Wittiam Josepu, Penge, Surrey, Nurseryman 
Greenwich Pet Oct1l Ord Nov 14 

Kine, Henry. Aldershot, Hants, Tailor Guildford Pet 
Nov 14 Ord Nov l4 

Kircuixe, Artuur Rosert, Darlington, Builder Stockton 
on Tees Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 13 

Layne, SamveL Epwarp, West Bromwich, Yeast Merchant 
West Bromwich PetNovi4 Ord Nov 14 

Leaman, Mattruew, Wombleton, Yorks, Farmer North- 
allerton Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 

Luoyp, AsraTHaR, Onilwyn, Glam, Colliery Manager 
Neath Pet Nov15 Ord Nov15 

McKay, Apam, Hitchin, Herts, Travelling Draper Luton 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Noy 14 

Macpueason, Joun Ross, Carshalton, Surrey, Mercantile 
Clerk Croydon Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 

Nortusan, James, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet Nov 15 
Ord Nov 15 

O.pFIELD, Pater, Barnsley, York, Hairdresser Barnsley 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

O’Riogpax, D O C, Gt Marlow, —— Army Officer 
Aylesbury Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov1 

Osnorne & Franks, Highbury, Builders High Court Pet 
Oct 18 Ord Nov 15 

Potiarp, Joseru, Roath, Cardiff, Coal Merchant Cardiff 
Pet Nov 11 Ord Noy 11 

Portex, JoHy Artuur Longton, Staffs, Decorator's 
Manager Stoke upon Trent Pet Nov 11 Ord 


Repay, Tuomas, Clophill, Beds, Market Gardener Bed- 
ford Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 14 

Roserts, Toomas Duxy, Usk, Mon, Innkeeper Newport, 
Mon’ Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

Sxicer, Harry, Newp tt, Mon, Confectioner Newport, 
Mon Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 14 

Suzrce1, Asreanam NaruHay, Sunderland, 
Sunderland Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

Srooxcern, James Wi..iam, Cheltenham, Tobacconist 
Cheitenham Pet Novi3 Ord Noy 13 

Tuomas, F Carew, Clifton, Bristol, Bank Clerk Bristol 
Pet Oct 9 Ord Nov 13 

Tuorntox, ALBERT, Burnley, Carter Burnley Pet Noy 14 
Ord Nov 14 

Waisnovss, Joux, Warley, nr Halifax, Farmer Halifax 
Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 

Warkins, Feepericxk Borvase, Lianelly, Metal Broker 
Carmarthen Pet Nov il Ord Nov 1l 

Were rey, Bexsamin, Ossett, York, Gluvemaker Dewsbury 

w eons Ord ee. . . 

ILLIAMS. ALTER ndilo, Veterinary eon Car- 

marthen Pet Nov13 Ord Noy 13 ze 

Witsox, ee Darlington, Joiner Stockton on Tees Pet 
Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

Witson, ecocen, Clapham, Corn Factor High Court 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Wiicnt, Sternen, Barnoldswick, Yorks, Wheelwright 
Bradford Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 


FIRST MEETINGS 
Asman, Destin Winitam, Bradford Nov 27 at12 Off Rec, 
31, Manor row. Bradford 
Asrox, — Frodsham, Cheshire, Grocer Nov 24 at 3.30 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


Traveller 





| 





Arxinson, Mary, Bury, Lancs, Milliner Nov 27 at 3 
16, Wood st, Bolton 

Avery, Peter Hewry, Plymouth, Builder Nov at 11 
6, Athenzeum ter Plymouth 

Bestuey, Epwiy, Shrewsbury Dec 12 at 2.30 Off Rec, 
42, St John’s hill, Shrewsbury 

Bowmay, Wirtuiam Henry Freperick, Gainsborough, 
fw grapher Nov 28 at 12.30 Off Rec, 81, Silver st, 

inco! 

Brappock, CHARLES, Gotan, nr Se rod Contractor 
Nov 24at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manches 

Britrais, THomas eu Hanley, Bias, De emend 
Nov 27 at 12 Off Rec, Newcastle under L 

Bucxuz, Sipney Jonau, Oxford, Baker Nov "4 at 12 1, 
St Aldate’s, Oxfo 

CLayTon, Rrcwarp Sroprorp, be Northumberland 
Noy 24 at 11,30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Tyne 

Cox, Cuartes, Lincoln, Tailor Nov 28 at11.30 Off Rec, 
31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Davies, Evan, Penrhiwceiber, Glam, Contractor Nov 24 
at3 135, High st, Merthyr Tyd fil 

Davis, Francois Joun, Halifax, Hairdresser Nov 29 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

DRackLey, Tuomas, Market Bosworth, Leicesters, Grocer 
Nov 28 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Eart, Jonny, Aldershot, Cycle’ Agent Nov 24 at 12 24, 
ailway app, London Bridge 

Evans, Wituiam, Pentraeth, ae Farm Bailiff Nov 
25 at 12.30 Ship Hotel. 
Freipmay, I B, Twemloyw ter, geo Fields, Shoe Manu- 
facturer Nov 27at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Grapy, Epwanrp, Bolton, Fruiterer Nov 28 at A 16, 
Wood st, Bolton 

Hatwett, Bertiz, Queen Victoria st Nov 24at12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hauurpay, Ricuarp, Halifax, Mason Nov 29at1l1 Off 
Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Hupson, James, Bradford, Schoolmaster Nov 24 at 2.30 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Hucues, Tuomas, Hyde, Cheshire, Carrier Nov 24 at 2.45 
0 Rec, Byrom chester 

Jos, Ropert GeorGe, Eastbourne, Sussex, Jeweller Nov 
24at3 Coles & Sons, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 

Jounson, Witi1amM, Southsea, Hants, Auctioneer Nov 24 
at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junction, High st, Portsmouth 

KEARSLEY, JAMES, oe Aig tl Nov 24 at 12.30 
Exchange Hotel, Nich st, Burn 

KeEnwortsy, Josuva, Stocksbridge, York, Joiner Nov 24 
at 10.15 Off Rec, Regent st, Barnsley 

Lewis, Jou, Merthyr Tydfil, Tailor Nov 27 at 12 185, 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Murrxy, Dennis, Leicester, Tobacconist Nov 24 at 12.30 
Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

OLDFIELD, PErer, Barnsley, Hairdresser Nov 24 at 10.30 
Off Rec, Regent st, Barnsl a 

Paituirs, Gzorce Water, Coborn st, Bow rd, Paper Bag 
Manufacturer Nov 27 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Paice, Georce Witiiam, Wolverhampton, Dairyman Nov 
28atil Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Sxow, Grorce, Gainsborough, Farmer Nov 28ati12 Off 
Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Svrtoy, Goprrey, Outwood, Wakefield, Newsagent Nov 
24 at 8 Off Rec. 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Tatzot, WittiAm Henry, Burnley, Weaver Nov 24at1 
Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Topsaunter, WG, Highbury Nov 24 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Wa ter,'Cuar.es Henry, Brompton rd, Victualler Nov 27 
at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Waevye, Jouy, South Tawton, Devon, Publican Nov 27 at 
11 6, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 

Witcu, Frepericx Joun, Norwich, Baker Nov 25 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

York, Heyry Haypy, Railway app, London Bridge, Auc- 
tioneer Nov 24 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ArTkinsox, M “wa Bury, Milliner Bolton Pet Nov 13 
Ord Nov 1 

Bacon, Bey, Manchester, Merchant Manchester Pet 
Sept 14 ‘Ord Oct 3 

Baker, Henry, Derastagie, Miller Barnstaple Pet Nov 6 
Ord Nov 14 

Barnes, Cuartes Nottotu Cooper, Gt Yarmouth, Butcher 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 13 





BentLey, Epwix, Shrewsbury Shrewsbury Pet Nov 13 
Ord Nov 13 

Bosp, Artuur Harper, Bexhill, Sussex, Farmer Hastings 
Pet Oct5 Ord Nov 13 

Britraiy, Tuouas Wiiiam, Hanley, Staffs, Engineer 
Hanley Pet Sept 19 Ord Nov 14 

Brown, Wituram Henry, York, Confectioner 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 13 

Browne, Epwarp James Tuomas, Gracechurch 4 Wine 
Merchant High Court Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 1 

Burke, Joun Wituram, Pembroke Dock, Tecmeete, Clerk 
Pembroke Dock Pet Sept19 Ord Nov 15 

CasterTox, Freperic Witt1am, Loughborough, Grocer 
Leicester Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 14 | 

CHANDLER, Epcar, Heavitree, “Devon, Commission Agent | 
Exeter Pet Novi5 Ord Nov 15 ! 

Criarke, Hexny, Swansea, Boot Maker Swansea Pet Nov 
15 Ord Nov 15 

Corpevx-Ruys, Frepericx, Clapton, Financier High 
Court Pet Oct4 Ord Nov 13 

Crase, Witiiam, Smethwick, ~~ Baker West Brom- 
wich Pet Nov14 Ord Nov1 

Crimp, Reveen Benvamin, Devonport, Builder Plymouth 
Pet Noy 14 Ord Nov 14 

Deiron, Arruvur Wittiam, Rothwell, Northampton, 
Hairdresser Northampton Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 

Epwarps, Cuartes, Leominster, Builder Leominster Pet 
Oct 13 Ord Nov 15 | 

Exmexson, Grorcr, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Auc- | 
tioneer Durham Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Evans, Joun Henny, Coleford, Gloucester, Grocer New- | 
port, Mon Pet Nov Am. Ord Nov 15 

Evays, Wittiam Anglesey, Farm Bailiff 
Bangor Pet nov 18. Ord Nov fo 


Hanley 


| Gauze, Witt1am Warsins, Southend on Sea, Builde; 
Chelmsford Pet 


Nov10 Ord Noy 14 
Gate, Ropert Henry, Dewsbury, York, Clerk Dewsbury 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
Gravy. Epwakrp, Bolton, ae Bolton Pet Nov 14 
Ord Nov 14 
Hopsos, Joun, Shirley, Southampton, Job Master South- 
ampton . Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
Hor.oway, Jonas, Cardiff, Commercial Traveller Cardiff 
Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 14 
Hott, Euua Jane, Notti a, * asus Agent Nottiag- 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 1 
Hype, Frank Lesuie, Great Pits. Warwicks, Clerk 
Warwick Pet Novi3 Ord Nov 13 
JAGIELSKI, VICTOR, a 8q, Doctor High Court Pet 
Nov10 Ord Nov 1 
JouNson, JOHN, and fd aRD JAMES Rayment, Worship st 
High Court Pet Oct 17 Ord Nov 13 
es J T, Richmond Wandsworth Pet Oct 16 Ord 
ov il 
Kine, ie Aldershot, Hants, Tailor Guildford Pet 
Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 
Lave, Samuet Epwarp, West Bromwich, Yeast Merchant 
West Bromwich Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 14 
Larcuix, Epwarp Rosert, Southend on Sea Chelmsford 
Pet Oct 6 Ord Novil 
Leaman, Matrruew, Wombleton, Yorks, Farmer North- 
allerton Pet Novil Ord Nov il 
Luoyp, ApraTHaR. Onllwyn, Glam, Colliery Manager 
Neath and Aberavon Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 
Macrerson, Joun Ross, Carshalton, Surrey, Clerk 
Croydon Pet Nov 15 —- Nov 15 
Morton, Witiiam, Cardiff, Draper Cardiff Pet Oct 22 
Ord Nov 9 
a J aa Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet Nov 15 
rd Nov 
OLDFIELD, 4d poanten. Hairdresser Barnsley Pet 
Nov 14 Ord Nov 1 
Ozmonp, ARTHUR Mav a  iiay, Grocer High Court 
Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 1 
Pot.arp, Joszrn, Roath, Cardiff, Coal Merchant Cardiff 
Pet Nov1l Ord Nov 11 
Porter, Joun ArrHug, Longton, Staffs. Decorator's 
oP Stoke upon Trent Pet Nov 11 Ord 
ov ll 
Quiyton, Mary, and Lewis Price Quinton, Chepstow, 
on, Bakers Newport, Mon Pet Novlil Ord Nov 13 
Roserts, Tuomas Dunn, Usk, aaety Innkeeper Newport, 
Mon’ Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 1 
Scuwarrz, Max, Whitechapel, Boot Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 15 
SEIGEL, Harry, Newport, Confectioner Newport, Mon Pet 
Nov 14 Ord Nov 15 
Suerce!, ApRAHAM Natuay, Sunderland, pane, Traveller 
Sunderland Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 1 
Spooncer, James WIL.uiAm, Cheltenham, Tobacco aist 
Cheltenham Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 
Tuoryton, ALBERT, Burnley, Carter Burnley Pet Nov 1t 
Ord Nov 14 
Warnuovuse, Joun, Warley, nr Halifax, Farmer Halifax 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
Warkins, Freperick Boruase, Lianelly, Metal Broker 
Carmarthen Pet Nov1ll Ord Nov 11 
Warson, Carouine, Northampton, Miliiner Northampton 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 13 
Westey, Benvamin, Ossett, York, Glovemaker Dewsbury 
Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 
Witiiams, Water, Llandilo, Veterinaly Surgeon Car- 
marthen Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 1 
Wiusox, Jony, Darlington, fag Stockton on Tees 
Ord Nov 14 


Wricut, Senruen, Barnoldswick, Yorks, Wheelwright 
Bradford Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bupp, Cuarves, Littlehampton Brighton Pet Nov 14 
Ord Nov 16 

CampsE.LL, Tuomas CLagk, Harrow, Eogineer High Court 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Cirarke, Samvet, and Ortanno Cranks, Middlewich, 
Builders Nantwich Pet Nov17 Ord Noy 17 

Dawson, Grorce, jun, Darlington, Commission Agent 
stockton on Tees Pet Nov ls Ord Nov 16 

Drake, Percy G, Portsmouth, Engineer, Royal Navy 
Portsmouth Pet Sept 20 Ord Nov 16 

Firt, Roseat, New ton yard, Cabinet Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Oct2v Ord Nov 17 

Fox, JAmEs, Newcastle under Lyme, Licensed Victualler 
Hanley Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 

Frazer, J, wr Saad Store Dealer Birkenhead 
Pet Novl Ord Ni 

Gay, Grorsk, Soainens if Essex High Court Pet Ost 
18 Ord Nov 17 

Girrorp, CuaRLes Freperick, St Ives, Hunts, Saddler 
Peterborough Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 

Hampson, ie Gasinghall st High Court Pet Oct 26 Ord 
Nov l 


| Hawproy, at Ab2rgavenny. Mon, Heating Engin2:r 


Tredegar Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 

Hott, Witwiiam, Swiaton, Lancs, Joiner Manchester 
Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov18 

Jackson, Harry Cuarves, Kensal Green, Clerk High 
Court Pet Nov16é Ord Nov 16 

KericutLey, Joun > Leicgster, Miller Leicaster 
Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 1 

Lockyer, ee Brighton, Solicitor Brighton Pet Oct 
19 Ord Nov 16 


Moaa, Cuar.es, Templecombe, Somerset, Baker Yeovil 


Pet Novi5 Ord Nov 16 

Nay eg, Francis, Westbourne grove, Hosier High Curt 
Pet Novlé Ord Nov 16 

Posxitr, Mark, Fishlake, nr Doncaster, Cattle Dealer 
Sheffield Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 

Prati, Artuvuk Smexv, Bournemouth, Solicitor Poole 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 

Paircnarp, Davip, Liaallechid, Farm2r Bangor Pet 
Novl7 Ord Nov 17 

_Bavrer, Atysep Eowarp, Walbrook, Com:any Promoter 
High Court Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov 16 
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frorm, Gzonce, West Hartlepool, Joiner Sunderland Pet 
Nov17 Ord Nov 17 
TarcEL, Gc GzoRGE oe Hasboro’ Westbourne 
Baker High Court Pet Nov 7 Nov 18 
TRoTMAN, Witu1am, East Molesey, ¥ © Corn 


Kingston, Pet Oct 10 0 Ord Nov 10 
Turvey, GEORGE, Btalbridge, rr Tinplate Worker 
Salisbury Pet Nov15 Ord N 


TyTE, a Yeovil, Jeweller Yooul Pet Oct 25 Ord 


Nov 
Verses, ——- Taunton, Insurance Agent Taunton 
Pet Nov17 Ord Novy 17 
Wasuratom, Grorcz Henry, Huddersfield, Seedsman 
Huddersfield Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 
Warts, JoszrH, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Plumber 
Salford Pet Novil Ord Nov 16 
Wuitenovst, Henry, — Staffs, Haulier Dudley 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 
Woop, Gzorcr, Stanley, pom, Coal Miner Wakefield 
Pet Nov 17 Ord Noy 17 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 27 : 
Brittain, THOMAS hey Hanley, Engineer Uanley 
Pet Sept 19 Ord O 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 14: 
Axenurst, ALBERT — Bexhill, Builder Hastings 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Axenvurnst, ALBERT Epwarp, Bexhill, Builder Nov 28 at 
2.15 County Court Offices, 24, Cambridge 

Auzrxsox, C F, Hatton gdn Nov 30 at B Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Bares, | “*. Morley, York, Journeyman Plumber Nov 
28 al Of Rec, Bank chm! rs, 

BakeER, 1 Barnstaple, Miller Nov 28 at 2 Sanders 
& Son, High st, Barnstap 


le 
Brookes, Guoncn 3, yn Baker Nov 
30 at 11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Brown, Martin, Stockton on Tees, Labourer Nov 29 at 11 
Of 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Burpett, GEorGsE, Hockley, Birmingham, Haulier Nov 29 
atil 174, Co: Wine I st, Birmingham 
CARROLL, JAMES, nen, Powniveber Nov 29at 12 Off 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Cnet ER, “gos Heayitree, Devon, Commission Agent 
Nov 30 at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
set ye sauce H, Leek, Staffs, Surveyor Nov 28 at 
11.30 Rec, 23, King "Edward st, Macclesfield 
Cooper, Rorawats ‘OwARD, Liverpool Nov 30 at 11 
on Coney st 
Crimp, REvBEN bp my evonport, Builder Nov 28a 
11 6, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 
Davies, Henry, A ith, Dairyman Nov 28 at 12.30 
Town hall, Aberystwith 
Davis, Taree, Birmingham, Skin Merchant Nov 29 at 
12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Durtox, Anravn eaeaaa, OT eer enn Ont bee, 
ov at 1 unty Court b! 
Sheep st, Northampton ” _ 
Bese FRancis, Wetrechenpten Deciat10 Off Rec, 
Wolverhampton 
FLackeTt, Henry, Bradley Green, Staffs, Baker Nov 28 
at 10.45 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, 
Gay, Soenee Southminster, Nov -29 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Gotpstonz, Joun Ricnarp, Easton, Bristol, Fruiterer 
Nov 29 at 1230 Off Rec, Baldwin 'st, Bristol 
— = A, a st Nov 28at2.30 Bankruptey 
Hopson, Jonny, "bhitley, Southampton, Job Master Nov 28 
at315 Of Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 
Hypz, Franx Leste, Gt Alne, Warwicks, Clerk Nov 
28at11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
tm Harry Cuarves, Kensal Green, Clerk Nov 28 at 
Bankruptcy bldg, Carey st 
rm..| Artur, Darlington, Fruiterer Nov 29at1l1 Off 
bert rd, ee 
Joxes. OW EN, Rhondda Valley, G Boot Dealer Noy 28 
at12 135, High st, Merthyr 
Joxgs, Richarp, ‘Cardiff, Builder Nov 30 at 12 117, St 
wy Didsb Carpe 
RAY, JAMES WHITTON, jury, Lan t Dealer 
Nov 29at8 Off Rec, Byrom st, ee Bee 
Larcain, Epwarp Ropert, Southend on Sea , * 29 at 12 
Off 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 
Lowe, Tuomas Pant, mn, Staffs, Builder Nov 30 at 11 
- Off ~_ heteng we ne 
AYLER, Francis, Westbourne grove, Hosier Novy 28 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Care: ~ 
Cn ALFRED, and te Sarooum, Highbury, 
uilders Nov 29 at 12 Bankrup 
Potato, —, —, Coal Mopdeant ov 28 at 12 
’ 
Repman, Tuomas, Gravenhurst, Beds, my =A Speteae 
Nov 28 at 11 Off Rec, 1a, St Paul’s a ee 
Ricuarpson, Frep, Great Grimsby, Fish Merchant Nov 
28 at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Great Grimsby 
> JouN Henny, Kingston upon Hull, ~~ Nov 
Watil Off a Trinity House In, Hull 
Ecuwartz, Max, Whitechapel, Boot ‘Manufacturer Nov 
29at11 Bankruptcy bi . Carey st 
coTT, WaLtTER LytTRLTON, Wednesbury, Staffer, Tobac- 
~conist Nov 29 at 11.30 Off Rec, Walsali 
Suirn, Herpert, Middlesborough, annon pa Dec 1 at 
3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesboro 
Grewes ER, JAMES WILLIAM, * Cheltentaa. Pebscconist Dec 
lat3 County Court bids, Cheltenham 
ILLIAM, Stockton on tine Hairdresser 
Nov29at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Midd’esborough 
ee Wittram Baxen, Bristol, Shop Fitter Nov 29 at 
12 . Baldwin st, Bristol 
uous, 3 F Canew, ae Beieot Be Bank Clerk Nov 29 at 
1145 Off Rec, Bal 


Tomxrns, Austin neg, Wolver Advertisement 


Swany, Roperr 


Wasuineton, Grorcs Henry, Hi 

Nov29at12 Off Rec, 19, John W: 
atts, Josep, Moss Side, nr 

2Wat2.30 Off 


Canvasser Dec 1 at 10.30 ane 
illiam 





Seedsman 
st, Hud 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


Wes.ey, Bensamin, Ossett, Yi Glovemaker Nov 28 at 
8 Off Rec, Bank chmbre, 


Westy, Frepericx, Stoke m, Bucks, Wheel- 
wright Nov 29 at 12.30 Off Rec, County Court bldgs, 


Sheep st, Ni pton 

Wana teen Prorert, Pembroke, Farmer Nov 29 
at 11.30 Castle sere Oolieny 

betes 5) JOHN, Nov 28 
at 1 ape Os chin, Te av 

Witsoy, Woe ¢ ‘ov 29 at 2.30 
Bankru dD ‘ 

Wricxt, iw . Wheelwright 
Nov 29 at 11 | Ot Oa R 31, Manor for, Bradt Bradford 

that published in 


meee} Lenton Gazette 7 Nov 14: 
Be..t, Taomas Durritt, York, Tinner Nov 23 at 12.15 
Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Axenvurst, Arsert Epwarp, Bexhill, Builder 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 16 
i Baker Birmingham Pet 
Nov 18 
Buckie, Stpvry Jonan, Oxford, Baker Oxford Pet Nov 7 
‘ov 14 
Bupp, Cuaries, Littlehampton Brighton Pet Noy 16 
2S Ord er | 16 Be ‘ 
URDETT, Gzorcr, Birmingham, ualier irmingham 
Pet Gct 16 Ord Nov 18 
Canpy, Eurty Frances, 8t G@ e’s sq, Furniture Dealer 
h Court Pet June 16 Ord Nov 17 
Cuatrerton, Srra Eartoy, Southend on Sea, Builder 
Chelmsford Pet Oct = Ord Nov 16 


Cuarke, SamurL, and Ortanpo CLARKE, etenta, 
Builders Nantwich Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 1 


Hastings 
Brooxgs, Grorce J, 
Oct 25 


CiayTon, Richarp weeny Wy Northumberland 
Newcastleon Tyne Pet 14 Ord Nov 15 
Merchant i 


Davis, oe ry 
Pet Se Ord Nov 18 
m Agent 


Dawson, aot j Darlington, Commissio: 
Stockton on Teed Bet Novi16 Ord Nov 16 

Eyre, Artuur Nevitie, Welbeck st High Court Pet 
Augi7 Ord Nov 15 

FetpmMaN, Israzt, Twemlow ter, London Fields, Shoe 

FirntRoneat: New Inn ya, Cabinet Manufacturer High 

TT, Ropert, New , Cab 

Gourt Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 18 

Fox, James, Newcastle under Lyme, Licensed Victualler 
Hanley PetNov18 Ord Nov 18 

Girrorp, Cuartes Freperick, 8t Ives, Hunts, Saddler 

Pet Nov 16 Ord Novi16 

GotpsTe1, Hyam, Commercial rd, Cap Manufacturer High 

Court Pet Aug 24 Ord Nov 15 

Harcreave, Ricuarp, Kingston upon Hull, Tobacco 
Manufacturer Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 11 mora 


Nov 16 
Hott, Witt1am, Swinton, Lancs, Joiner Manchester Pet 
Hi ty | ma 8 St Mary Ax igh 
‘ortoy, Lewis Freperick Siivanui e 
Court Pet Sept Novié Hig 
Solicitor Boston Pet Oct 6 
Hue, James Encar Jony, and Taomas Henry Coins, 
i iery Manufacturers Leicester 


, Leicester, 
, Pet — ot Nov 15 
ACKSON, rey CHar_es, Kensal Green, Clerk i 
Court PetNov16 Ord Nov 16 High 
Jenninas, CHARLES, Exchange High Court Pet 
Sept Ord Nov 17 
Keicutiry, Jonun Everarp, Leicester, Miller Leicester 
Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 1 2 
MoKax, | seam, Hitchin, Herts, Travelling Draper Luton 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 18 
Somerset, Baker Yeovil 
Newmay, Wiiu14m Russect, Northumberland av, Stock- 
broker High Court Pet Nov17 Ord Decl 


Osnorne, ALFRED, and Wittiam Matcotm Franx®, High- 
bury, Builders High Court Pet Oct18 Ord Nov17 


Hvuaeues, Taomas, 
Ord Nov 16 


Purturps, Grorce Water, Bow rd, Pa Bag Manu- 
ate tag ged Pet Nov 11 tale Deal 
PoskITT RK, ler 
Shetield Pet Nov 16. Ord Nov 16 
Paitcnarp, Davip, Lilanllechid, Farmer 
.“ ev Kingston Ord Nov 17 all, J 
AIFE, JOHN NRY, oiner Kingston 
upon Hull ‘Oot fr Ord Nov 16 


ny Tenen fa Staffs, 
0 Walsall Pet Nov3 Ord Nov: is 
Srewarp, Water Wixy, Brighton Brighton Ord Nov 18 


Soom, Oe GrorGE, Mn potas, Joiner Sunderland Pet 
ov 

me... " Guaeam East Molesey, Surrey, Corn Dealer 

Pet Oct 10 Ord Nov 15 
Tourvey, Grora a Stal e, —-) Tinplate Worker 
Salisbury Nov 15 Nov 15 

Verma, Goeeee, ite Butter Merchant Taunton 
lov 17 Nov 17 

Vous Br Oe ee my mye f ter, Hyde Park, Merchant 

8 Ord Nov 16 
me Grorcr Hevyry, dersfield, Seedsman 
uddersfield Novi13 Ord Nov 13 


Wuirrnovse, Henry Staffs, Haulier Dudley 
Pet N 4 Ord Nov 16 


ov 16 
Winter, Enryxst aa Norfolk st, 
Court “Pet Oct 6 Ord Nov 7 
Woop, Grorar, , Yorks, Coal Miner, Wakefield 


Pet Nov iv” Ord Nov 17 
Wa Anniz, Nuneaton Coventry Pet Oct 31 Ord 
ov 
Wrnne, Jonn Anrravur, » Boot Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Oct 6 Ord Nov 17 





Me, BERTRAM TRAM JACOBS, LL.B. (Lond.), 
pole Rang prey E.C., First in Honours Juris- 





idersfield — 
, Plumber oe | a University Law Scholar, Coaches for all Law Exam 


—_ Roman Law, First in Honours Common Law 





M E8828. INDERMAUR & THWAITES 
poery inne, Londony W.0, 0 Journal,” &c., » &e.), 
22, .C., continue to read 
Students Nataly and through the Post 
for the Solicitors? Examinations 
and for the Bar Final. personally or by letter. 
‘orz.—Pupils have the use of a set of rooms and the 
22, for study during the day. 
Last June Fivau.— member of 2 classes (26) who 
from months passed, Out of 15 sent in for 
Honours 10 were in the list, including 2 Prizemen. 
R. CUTHBERT SPURLING, M.A., 
B.C.L. (Oxford), 


First Class Honours, late Scholar 
ot Gat ek, Se Se llth Edition of “ Smith’s 
Manual of Common Law,” continues to PREPARE for 
the Bar and all University Taw is sent up, 1 

‘une, 1899—. Deuined B.C.L. Gegree at Oxford. 
" ss lihveas 1h Mow-court, tng BC oan Ww.c. 2 

AW. ree ¢ Clerkshi Wanted ; prac- 
LAS oging Cle Pp 


partic’ ly Con- 
veyancing, Chancery "Trust matters; can act without 
£9" Balfour-roed, Highbury, N. 


at references ; moderate salary.—Lex, 

— G SOLICITOR (Honoursman), poet 

eral experience, d three years, during 

which fime in charge of London office, accustomed to 

interview clients and act without supervision, desires Post 

as Clerk in ray = oop hig -— oC otLondon), 

with or without view partnership ; erences ; 

at liberty. ist January.—A. B., “ Solicitors’ Journal” 
Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


y= by a Shefiield | Firm of Solici- 











admitted), fully q ppp 4s veyancing 
w ma’ y without super- 
vision.—Address, Z., care of . Harrison & Sons, 45, 


St. Martin’s-lane, Charing Cross, W.c, stating age, quali- 
fications, salary, &c. 


[*poRMation WANTED.—Joun JAMES 
RIcHARDSON Gemmeel), « commonly known as JouNn 





Ricuarpson.—Any _— s. any Will or Testa- 
mentary Document of the road, ren who aie a! Chadwell- 
street, St. J . a e 10th day 
of October, 1899, is with the 

—Mok.ey, “- 2 eo , 58, Gresham 
House, Old Broad-street, E.C. 





SOLICITORS’ CLERKS.—Streatham. 
Bargain, £385 only, — House for letting 


Leer, eee; 10 you at ile Owsaee 9 

Knollys-road, 8.W. 

To SOLICITORS.—Offices to Let at 15 and 
16, Stephen-astreet, Tottenham-court-road, from 12s. 

per week.—Apply to Lza & Boutton. 


ONDON. eaten, Sanat Champion Hill. 
sectitag eeioeman, os moderate terms. a ae 


OLICITORS, MORTGAGEES, and Others. 

—M. Davis, 40, logue I London, is ee 

=. with = oe ae —_ int had 
Lani Ord eae; introductory fees fT cesenged 


) SOL TOFrOnS, Trustees, oe 














in t ; drainage ; ; 
price £10,000; £50 bonus will be paid to solicitor intro- 


aw. Mr. R. Dew, Estate Agent, 





157, High-road, W. bs 
THE KIND-HEARTED.—Experienced 

| Seeks fi where his 

present won oa stall sal og own typewriter ; 
rea eri, 





THEATRES. 


DUKE OF YORK’. 
THE pee = : Messrs. 


Mr. 8. A. akin Mi Lay, Mr. Me re Bt — 
N Kinnel, Mr. D. J. Mr. 

Mr. J. Fisher White, Mr. H- W. Varna, 
&, Mr. Lewis Waller; * tice Doteonn (hee. Oro ) 
° we), 

: i ‘Miss Helen Ferrers, Miss Senior, 
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NOW READY. 


56th Year of Publication. 


THE 


SOLICITORS’ 
DIARY, 


ALMANAC, 
LEGAL DIGEST, & DIRECTORY 
1900. 

This old-established and important 
Annual is now universally recognised 


as the most useful Legal and Com- 
prehensive Diary published. 


Prices, 3s. 6d., 5s., 6s., & 8s. 6d., 


ing to Diary Space and Binding; and in the 5s., 6s., 

and &. Editions there will be the ‘additional features 
= a PAGED ne gwen and an INDEX to same, and the 
with each day’s Diary com- 


Sounsing on Gio tg Land elle o7 ts aebing. 


WATERLOW & SONS, 


LIMITED, 
LONDON WALL, LONDON. 


Original Society—Estabiished 1840. 











The Original 


all situations of 
a MUEIO, Secretary. 


dle GUARANTEE SOCIETY. Fidelity 
guaranteed in 


No. 19, Birchin-lane, E.C. 


LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS. 


ee eee ee 
tions to Gentlemen requiring apply to 
3. HARCOURT SHITH, 
Partmership Agent and Law Costs Draftsman. 
63. Chancery-lane. 


¥.B.— MORTGAGE SECURITIES WANTED. 
ree CBZBoausza BANE, 
Esral.isnzp 1973. Ltd. 


Teverzz : The Most Hon. the Marquis of TWEEDDALE,. 
Basxses: BANK OF ENGLAND. 

For Estate Payments, Disbursements, &c, USE 
CHEQUE BANK CHEQUES. No cheaper ‘form of 
remittance to any part of the world. Payment of Annuities 
undertaken. Current Accounts Opemed. Deprosrrs Re- 
ceived at Ivrzzzer. a 

Head Office : 94, Bish 
West End Office: 14, Coc 


FALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Paatiamestaztr Bitcs, Moxscres oF Evivescz, Boozs or 
Reveeesce, Srateursts oF Cram, Axewens, &c., &c. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 

And sil General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing. 








2 Within, E.C. 
-strect, 8 W. 





Printers of THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL 
amd WEEKLY REPORTER, 


27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C, 





ITY of SHEFFIELD.— LOANS. — The 
Corporation are to Receive Loans of £100 
and = on Mo of the Rates, to be repaid on 
Six Calendar Months’ Written Notice pene, given on 
either side, Interest at 3 per cent., payable renee, 
A of March and the first day of September 


The ‘Pepeniien om also Prel to Receive Loans of 
£50 and upwards on Deposit, at 3 a cent., pay- 
able at the dates before stated, “the Deposit to be id on 
Three Calendar Months’ Written Notice to be given on 
othe ‘oy ti ill, at the est of d 

e Corporation will, a request of any deposito: 

it to him a Mi for the amount of his depont, but 
in such event the itor will be required to pay the 
ad valorem duty of 2s. 6d. per £100. 

Communications sho be addressed to the 
Accountant anD RecisTrak, Town Hall, Sheffield. 


City 





Berouvuer OF BLACKPOOL. 
DEPUTY TOWN CLERK. 


Wanted, a Solicitor, as Assistant in the Town Clerk’s 
Department. He must have had experience in Munici 
ractice and in the conduct of Co tion tions 

fore the Magistrates and be able to x ertake the 
Prosecuting Solicitor’s duties on the committal of —— 
by the Borough Justices to the Assizes and 
Sessions. He must also have had experience in ae 


ancing. 

Salary £250 a year. 

Applications, indorsed ‘“‘ Deputy Town Clerk,” stati 
age, experience, and date of ———, and accompani 
by three recent testimonials, to be sent to the undersigned 
befens Wednesday, the 13th December, 1899. 

Canvassing strictly —_ 

- LOFTOS, Town Clerk. 





EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded P 
perty or other —— and Annuities PURCHASED. = 
OANS granted thereon. 
hewake on Loans may be Capitalized. 
C. H. CLAYTON,) Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, } Secretaries. 


10, 





THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


tcc mt 1823), 
Purchase Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, ~~» Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £616,525. 
The Society has moved from17 King’s Arms-yard, to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


GENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 


INVESTMENT COMPANY, Luurzp, 
No. 26, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
[Removed from 5, Whitehall.] 
Established 1836. 

Share and Debenture Capital £639,600. 


Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 
Reversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 
charges. Policies Purchased. 


D. A, BUMSTED, F.LA., encased aectaiancite 





ANTED, 3 No. 47 of Vol. XLVI. of the 
V ee 
24th, 1508 oft per aca bo gull ter tones a Galen 


ESTABLISHED 18651. 


BIRKBECK BANE, 


Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 





INVESTED PUNDS - « «= £10,000,000. 
Number of Accounts, 85,09 . 


a. ~~ Deponita received, andnterest allowed monthly on 
on The BRR DROK ALMANACK, with particulars, post 
FRANCIS RAVENSOCROFT, Manager. 


Tedephone No. 6, 


Tedegrapine Address: * Binceece, Loxpos,” 





Now Ready. = 


LEGAL DIARY: 
ALMANAC 


1900. 


CONTAINING 


Complete Legal Directory 


FOR 


Engtand and Wates. 


List of Counsel, Solicitors, Commis- 
sioners for Oaths, and Law Agents 
acting for Foreign Parts. 


Recognized everywhere as the Best and 
Most Comprehensive Diary for Solicitors 
and Barristers. 





Prices: 3s. 6d., 5s., Gs, and 8s. 64., 
according to Diary Space. 


WATERLOW BROS. & LAYTON, LIM., 


24 & 25, BIRCHIN LANE, E.C. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898, 


va in? iii: 


uisite under the above Acts on the 
Hvery req } s supplied 








The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
“MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
Que printed in the 
CHEQUES, ke -_~e- 

+5 Oengrav an 
SEALS designed and execu 


ited. No efor Sketches. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Priaters, Engravers, Registration Agents, 


FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Ada MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Waste of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, é&c 


ROBES FOR QUEEBN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
ke, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Law W' 





orner 





